Slavery 

Humanity VS Islam 


The Flag Bearers of Humanity ended the 
Bazaars of slavery 1000 years before Islam 

The first excuse of Islam apologists is this that it was impossible for 
Islam to end slavery at that time due to the wars. Then these 
apologists should learn a lesson from the Flag Bearers of Humanity. 

• Even 1100 years before Islam, the Great Buddha preached 
against slavery. He didn't need any religion to understand 
the pain of the slaves, but "humanity" was enough for him to 
feel their pain. 

• Later came Ashoka, who was the follower of Buddha and was 
the king of India. Ashoka ended all the "Slave Markets" in his 
kingdom. 

• The reforms regarding slaves continued and the later coming 
Buddhist States used their human intellect and wisdom and 
COMPLETELY abolished the system of slavery by replacing it 
with the system of " Serfdom ". Thus they gave all the RIGHTS 
to the slaves, which a free man had ( LINK) , except this that 
they had to work for their landlords. 

• But then Muslims conquered India, and they once again 
reintroduced slavery along with the bazaars of slavery in 
India. 
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• Then came two dynasties in China 700 years before Islam, 
the Qin Dynasty and the Xin Dynasty who again abolished 
the slavery only in name of humanity flink) . 

• The Iranian Emperor "Cyrus the Great" came even before 
Buddha, and he too abolished the slavery in name of 
humanity (link) . 

The Jews praised him a lot for his humanity in their books: 

Cyrus was praised in the Tanakh (Isaiah 45:1-6 and Ezra 

1:1-11) for the freeing of slaves, humanitarian equality 

and costly reparations he made. 

Reference: 

https://en.wikipedia.ora/wiki/Cvrus the Great 

• While Islam stands nowhere near these Flag Bearers of 
Humanity when it comes to giving the rights to the slaves. 
Actually, Islam is not even able to compete with 
Judaism/Christianity when it comes to giving rights to the 
slaves (details will come later in this article). 

• Then came the 20*^ century, where Europe and US once 
again broke the chains of the religion and church, and this 
non-religious West once again abolished the slavery in name 
of Humanity only. 

Human consciousness went to new heights in this century after 
becoming free of religion. It proved that human intellect and 
wisdom are much better to guide it than any so called divine 
religion. 


Permission for owners to use their slave 
women as sex object in Quran 

(Quran 23:6) Who abstain from sex, except with their 
spouses and slave-girls. The practice of carnal relations is 
lawful with them. 
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(Quran 43) ... marry such women as seem good to you; 
two, three, four of them. But if you fear that you cannot 
do justice, then one only, or, those (slave girls) you 
possess. 

(Quran 33:50) Q Prophet! We have made lawful to thee 
thy wives to whom thou hast paid their dowers; and 
those whom thy right hand possesses (i.e. slave girls) out 
of the prisoners of war whom Allah has assigned to thee; 
... We know what We have appointed for them as to their 
wives and the captives whom their right hands possess 
(as slaves); 


RAPE of slave woman is fully permissible in 
_ Islam _ 

In Islam: 

• It is Halal-Allah (i.e. fully permissible) for an owner to rape his 
slave woman even without her consent. 

• Even worse, after having "temporary" sexual relationship (like 
Shia Mutt'a) with the slave woman, when owner has already 
fulfilled his lust, then he is allowed to hand her over to his 
brothers or to his slaves one by one. When these brothers 
and the slaves had also fulfilled their sexual lust one by one 
by raping her, then that slave woman was sold to the 2""' 
owner, and then to the 3’’"' owner... and all these new owners 
continued to rape her. 

Sahih Muslim, Kitab-ul-Nikah (link) , Sahih Bukhari, Kitab-ul-Qadr 
(link) , Sahih Bukhari, Kitab-ul-Tauheed (link) : 

0 Abu Sa'id al-Khadri said: We went out with Allah's 
Messenger on the expedition to the Bi'l-Mustaliq and 
took captive some excellent Arab women; and we 
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desired (to have sex with) them, for we were suffering 
from the absence of our wives, (but at the same time) we 
also desired good ransom money for them by selling 
them). So we decided to have sexual intercourse with 
them but by observing 'azi (i.e. withdrawing the male 
sexual organ before emission of semen to avoid- 
conception so that they don't become pregnant). But 
then we said: We are doing an act whereas Allah's 
Messenger is amongst us; why not ask him? So we asked 
Allah's Messenger, and he said: (Yes, it is allowed, but) it 
does not matter if you do it or not, while if any soul has 
to be born up to the Day of Resurrection, then it will be 
born. 


Even Judaism/Christianity dealt with slave 
_ women much better than Islam _ 

The evil of making captive women into slaves was present in 
Judaism & Christianity too. But still they were many times better 
than Islam while: 

• Owner had to marry the slave woman. 

• After marriage, the status of slave woman became like a 
permanent wife. 

• And such slave woman could not be handed over to the 
brother or slave as sex object, and could not be sold to 
another owner after temporary sexual relationship. 

Bible, Deuteronomy, Chap 21 ( link) : 

Marrying a Captive Woman 

When you go to war against your enemies and the Lord 
your God delivers them into your hands and you take 
captives. If you notice among the captives a beautiful 
woman and are attracted to her, you may take her as 
your wife. 
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Bring her into your home and have her shave her head, 
trim her nails and put aside the clothes she was wearing 
when captured. 

After she has lived in your house and mourned her 
father and mother for a full month, then you may go 

to her and be her husband and she shall be your wife. 

If you are not pleased with her, let her go wherever she 
wishes. 

You must not sell her or treat her as a slave, since you 
have dishonoured her. 


The “Inverse Journey” of “Religious Morality” 
_ {from bad to worse! _ 

"Religious Morality" of Judaism/Christianity was bad too, while they 
allowed to take the captive women as slaves. But this "religious 
morality" became worse after the arrival of Muhammad. 


Judaism/Christianiy 

Islam 

• Jews and Christians also 
took the captive women as 
slaves. 

• And they also forced the 
slave woman to marry the 
owner (which is also a 
form of rape). 

• Islam also turned the 
captive women into slaves. 

• Owners were not only 
allowed to rape her, but it 
was also permissible for 
them to let other people 
and their slaves to rape 
her against her consent. 

• Captive women were 
given whole month to 
mourn the killing of her 
relatives. 

• Owner was only allowed 
after that to marry her and 

• But Islam gave no time to 
the poor captive women to 
mourn the killing of her 
relatives. 

Islam allows the owners to 
start raping the captive 
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have sex with her. 

women the very same 
night, after killing her 
relatives in the day time. 

• Penetration of penis was 
allowed on the first night 
with the small girls and the 
virgin girls. But if the 
women had husbands, 
then penetration was not 
allowed, but still the owner 
could undress her, kiss her 
naked body, compel her to 
masturbate him and to 
provide him all other sex 
services. 

• Penetration with such 
captive women was 
allowed only after they 
become clear of their first 
menstruation blood. 

• Prophet Muhammad did 
sex with Saffiyyah the next 
night after her father, 
brother and husband had 
been killed a day before, 
while she became clear of 
her menstruation the next 
dav fSahih Muslim. Book 
of Marriaaef 

• Once the owner has 
married her, then he could 
not sell her further like 
slave, and make any 
money. 

• If he did not want her, then 
he had to set her free. 

• But in Islam, when owner 
got bored after raping her, 
then he could present her 
to his brother, or to marry 
him with his slave. And 
once when all of them get 
bored after fulfilling their 
sexual lusts one by one, 
then she could be sold to 
the 2"'' owner who again 
raped her, and then sold 
her to the 3"'' owner... and 
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the rape of poor slave 
woman continued. 


Why Muhammad left the laws of Moses, and 
followed the laws of ignorant polytheist Arab 
_ socie^? _ 

Jews were themselves present in al-Madina and Muhammad knew 
very well about ruling regarding captive women in Judaism. Still 
Muhammad neglected the Sharia (i.e. law) of Moses, and included 
the laws of the ignorant polytheist Arab society of his time into the 
Islamic Sharia. 

Muhammad followed the cruel Arab laws intentionally, while they 
allowed the Islamic warriors to rape the captive women, and at the 
same time more financial benefits were present in that system, 
while it allowed to sell the slave women after raping them. 

Thus Muhammad left the Moses law, and also pushed the 
"humanity" into the dark pits of humiliation. 


Owners were allowed to drive all sexual 
pleasures from naked Captive women (who 
alread had husbands) on the first night, except 
_ for penetration _ 

This is the 1400 years history of Islam, where they killed the men in 
the day, then took all their women and small girls as captives. They 
didn't even allow them to weep upon the killing of their relatives, 
and Islamic Jihadis (warriors) started raping the small girls and the 
young virgin girls, the same night (included penetration into their 
vaginas). 

As far as those captive women were concerned, who previously had 
the husbands, then Sharia allowed to undress them, and kiss their 
naked bodies, and force them to masturbate them and to provide 


Page 7 









all type of sex services. They were allowed to drive all kinds of 
sexual pleasures from them, except for penetration in the vagina. 
They were allowed to penetrate in their vagina after they became 
free from their first menses. 

Abdullah, the son of Imam Ahmed bin Hanbal, writes in his book 
"Masail al-lmam Ahmed" (link) : 

ajjL> p^j 555 Jla 

I 4 JI La.3 ; jjic- ^^1 JLoS , Su.h^ 

OSJ^ ;J^LJIS 
Translation: 

"Narrated Ayoub bin Abdullah al-Lukhmi that ibn Umar 
said: 'On the day of the Jalola battle I won a slave-girl, 
her neck was like a silver ewe.' Then ibn Umar added: 'I 
couldn't control myself, I immediately jumped on her and 
began kissing her, while the people were looking at me" 

Muhammad bin Ismail al-Kahlani (d. 1182 H) comments on this 
tradition in 'Subul al-Salam' Volume 3 page 210 (link) : 

Translation: 

"You must know that the hadith is significant in relation 
to the permissibility of enjoying (the slave girl) before 
she performs ablution (Arabic: Istibra ... i.e. becoming 
free from the first menses)" 

Imam Abu Hanifa said regarding the ablution (iddah/istibra) of a 
slave-girl (Al-Mabsoot by Serkhasi, Volume 13 page 148. Link) : 

5^5 0 ^ 

<111 I 1 

Abu Yusuf stated in al-Amali that Abu Hanfia was 
reporting about conjecture (qiyas) but then he switched 
to 'estihsan' and said: 'It is not required for him to let her 
(the slave-girl) perform ablution' and same is the 
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statement of Abu Yusuf and Muhammad may Allah's 
mercy be upon them' 

The Jihadis (Islamic Warriors) didn't even leave the pregnant women 
alone, but they were also raped the same night (except for 
penetration in their vagina). 

Imam Ibn Hajar al-Asqallani writes in his book "Fath-ul-Bari ( link) : 

^_^l La J-aLsJI ^ ^^1 jjab "i! tliac. JL95 

Translation: 

Atta said: 'There is no harm in going into a slave-girl 
anywhere you want except the vagina' 

According to Islamic Scholars, the Fiqh (Jurisprudence) of Imam 
Bukhari lies in the "Headings of Chapters" of his Book. 

Imam Bukhari gives this heading in his book Sahih Bukhari ( link) : 

Chapter: If one buys a slave woman, can then he take her 
along with him in a journey without her completing her 
waiting period? 

Under this heading. Imam Bukhari writes: 

. dill - ^^l JL95 .LajlilL^ 5I 1^1 ;Q ) ^^1 Lujb 10J5 

(dLiXjpo L^ats-j cJLxC. 5I 5I Lk>5J ,__j.dl SaJ^I 11^5 ISl 

La jJaLsJI dAjjL> ^ ^^1 jjjb "i! tliac. JLs^ .tljAaJI IjjAali 

OS-i. 

Translation: 

Hasan Basri finds nothing objectionable in kissing a 
woman or to having sex with her. And Ibn Umar said 
that such a slave woman who is given as a present, or 
who is sold, or who is made free, but sex had been done 
with her before that, then she had to undergo a waiting 
period. And Atta said if a slave woman had become 
pregnant (from the earlier owner/husband), then still 
pleasure could be derived from whole of her body, 
except for her vagina. 
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Thus please understand what Muslims did during their 1400 years 
of history: 

1. Firstly, they killed the men. 

2. Then they took all the women and small children as slaves 

3. Then they started raping the small girls and young virgin 
girls the same night (along with penetration in their vaginas). 

4. But if those women already had husbands, still Jihadis were 
allowed to undress them and drive all kind of sexual 
pleasures (except for penetration). For penetration, they had 
to wait for their first menses to be over. 

Please remember, Muslims had killed the fathers, brothers, 
husbands and sons of these poor captive women the same day, and 
then in the same night, they raped them and compelled them to 
provide the sex services. 

Which crime could be greater against humanity than forcing such 
poor women for sex the same night after killing their beloved ones? 


Penetration into the captive women (who 
already had husbands) was also allowed after 
they had become free of their first 
_ menstruation _ 

The "waiting period" for captive/slave woman (who previously had 
husbands) is over after one menses. Therefore, if she becomes free 
of blood in 3 days, then the new owner, or his brother or slave 
could start having sex with her with penetration after 3 days. 

Saffiyyah became free of her blood the next night after her father, 
brother and husband were killed in the war. Thus Muhammad had 
sex with her the next night. 

Sahih Bukhari, Book of Military Expeditions ( link) : 

We arrived at Khaibar, and when Allah helped His 
Apostle to open the fort, the beauty of Safiya bint Huyai 
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bin Akhtaq whose husband had been killed while she 
was a bride, was mentioned to Allah's Apostle. The 
Prophet selected her for himself, and set out with her, 
and when we reached a place called Sidd-as-Sahba,' 

Safiya became clean from her menses then Allah's 
Messenger slept with her. 

Imam Abdullah Ibn Abi Zayd (who is also knows as younger Imam 
Malik), writes in his Fiqh book (link) : 

5I 5I SjJJi 5I gjtiJ liiiflJI Jitxjl dJiflJI Jlitiil 

c.lj;"-i'l ^ Laljjcjiil dji jOj &S1C. djjLo- cy‘^9 

0! *4^^. 

Translation: 

The istibra' (waiting) period for a slave concubine who 
changes ownership is one menstruation. Ownership may 
change by selling, giving away, capture, or any other 
way. If the woman menstruates after being taken 
possession of in advance by her new owner, and then he 
buys her, she does not have to go through a period of 
istibra' (i.e. waiting period). 

Thus, the waiting period for a slave woman was only one 
mentruation i.e. if she became free of menses blood in 3 days, then 
next owner could start raping her after that. 

Sunnan Abu Dawud, Book of Marriage (link) : 

Abu Saeed al-Khudri said about the captive women of 
Autaas:... don't do intercourse with them till the time 
they become free of their first menstruation blood. 
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Looking and touching the private parts of half 
naked slave women in the Islamic Bazaars of 
_ Slavery _ 



[The 1400 years of history of Islam also 
consists of this shameful act against 
humanity, where Muslims forced 
rchose women/girls to become half 
naked by exposing their breasts, and 
pen forced them to stand in front of 
thousands of men in the Islamic 


Bazaars of slavery, who not only looked at them with lust, but they 
were also allowed to touch the private parts of those poor women/ 
girls (as if they were sheep and goats). 

Imam Bayhiqi wrote in his book Sunan al-Kubra ( link) : 



Translation: 

Nafe'e narrated that whenever Ibn Umar wanted to buy a 
slave-girl, he would inspect her by analysing her legs and 
placing his hands between her breasts and on her 
buttocks" 

Saudi grand hadith master Imam Albani declared this 
tradition to be "authentic" ( link) . 

Musanaf Abdul Razzaq recorded this tradition ( link) : 

^15 I jl " : Jla ^^a^l , jjL> , ^^1 , ^IjjJI 

2;_>flJI "iil I 4 I 5 Jl jlilJ djLs , 2^S!I " 

Shu'bi said: If any man has to buy a slave girl, then he 
can see whole of her body, except for her vagina 

Musanaf Ibn Abi Shayba, Volume 4 page 289 Tradition 20241 ( link) : 

j^l jIjI ljl djl jjac. j^l ^ ^ ^ L) 
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'Nafe reported when Ibn Umar wanted to buy a slave- 
girl he would place his hand on her buttocks, between 
her thighs, and may uncover her legs' 

Musnaf Abdur Razak, Volume 7 page 286 Tradition 13204 ( link) : 

'Mujahid reported that ibn Umar placed his hand 
between (a slave-girl's) breasts and shook them' 

Musanaf Ibn Abi Shayba, Volume 4 page 289 Tradition 20241 ( link) : 

jja£. ^^1 ; JLs ^ ^ Uj Ar>- 

Lflii , a 3 ^35-^1 

li jjxLflis jja£. ^^1 L)A3 , c.L> AS ^^1 ; l^ls^ jftc. ^^1 l^lj 

SaLj LflJj < djjL^I aljti oLst^l ^^1: Jls^ LaAoiij- ^ 

Mujahid said: 'I was walking with ibn Umar in a slave 
market, then we saw some slave dealers gathered around 
one slave-girl and they were checking her, when they 
saw Ibn Umar, they stopped and said: 'Ibn Umar has 
arrived'. Then ibn Umar came closer to the slave-girl, he 
touched some parts of her body and then said: 'Who is 
the owner of this slave-girl, she is just a commodity!' 

This humiliation of the slave woman is the real "Islamic Modesty", 

which is utter shameful. 


Islam forced slave women to move outside 
with naked breasts, as their Intimate Parts 

(Arabic: ^ 9 ^ 'Awrah) was from navel till knees 

Even when Islam was not selling the slave women in the Bazaars, 
still it forced them to move outside in front of thousands of men, 
with naked breasts, while Islam declared the intimate parts of slave 
women ('Awrah) of slave women was from navel till knee only. 
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Muhammad again took this law from the ignorant Arab society of 
that time, and he once again rejected the Laws of Moses which 
didn't allow for the naked breasts of slave women. 

It is perhaps the "Biggest Contradiction" in Islam. On one side, Islam 
asked free Muslim women to take full body Hijab, but on the other 
side, Islam snatched away the right of Hijab from the slave women, 
and forced them to move outside with naked breasts. 

Hanafi Scholar Imam Jassas wrote ( link) : 

l4jij5 LflijA.,35 14^13.39 j_j]l 3)^1 

Translation: 

A man could see the hairs, arms, calves, chest and 
breasts of the slave woman of other person. 

And it is written in the Book "Al-Sharh al-Saghir" of Maliki Fiqh 
(link) : 

dJLa La-a _)Ji5l - i.al cJlS ISl - ‘6l_yaJI (_j^_>JI ^^>^3 

^^■ 5 ! yy La Ijx- La L^i-a 5^5 

yy La JS ^ i.a'i!l 3j9£- 

A man could see more of the body of a slave woman as 
compared to what she could see of a man. She is allowed 
only to see his hands and feet, while a man is allowed to 
see her whole body naked except for the part between 
her navel and knees. 

And it is also the same ruling in the Fiqh of Imam Shafii too. See the 
book "Al-Madhab fi Fiqh al-Shafi'i (link) : 

2 .*S 9 Jl 9 yy La L^Jj^^- ^^l i-^jjisJI 

Translation: 

The 'Awrah (of a slave woman) is between here navel and 
knees. 

Imam Qurtabi writes in his famous Tafsir of Quran, Verse 7:26 ( Link) : 
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" . C-t^' La 141-a ‘ij^sJLs iLa'^l Lal^ 

J>jJI jalrv 14^ : 

Translation: 

As far as slave woman is concerned, then here 'Awrah 
(i.e. Nakedness) is under her breasts, and she could 
expose her head and arms. 

According to Hanafi Fiqh book "Fatawa-a-Alamgiri" (which was 
written by 500 Islamic Scholars upon the order of Emperor 
Aurangzeb Alamgir (link) : 

* It is allowed to see whole naked body of a slave woman 
of other person, except between her navel and the knees. 

* And all that is allowed to be seen, it is also allowed to 
be touched. 

And Imam Abdul Razzaq recorded many traditions upon the 'Awrah 
(i.e. nakedness) of a slave woman in his books "al-Munsif". Some of 
these traditions are as under (link) : 

* Said ibn al-Musayyib said if one wants to buy a slave 
girl, then he could see whole of her body except for her 
lower private part ( link) . 

* Shubi also said the similar that he could see whole of 
her body naked except for lower private part (link) . 


* Fourth Caliph 'Ali was asked about seeing the calves, 
stomach and back of a slave woman. Upon that he 
replied there is no harm in seeing them while a slave 
woman has no honour. She is standing in the slave 
market for exactly for this purpose that people could 
evaluate her price (by seeing and touching her) before 
buying her (link) . 

* There are many traditions about Abdullah Ibn Umar (A 
prominent companion and son of 2nd Caliph) which tell 
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that whenever he had to buy a slave girl, then he used to 
uncover her back, stomach and calves. And he used to 
check her back, chest by putting his hands between her 
breasts (Links: 1st tradition, 2nd tradition) . Saudi grand 
Mufti Albani declared this tradition to be "authentic" 

(link) 

* Mujahid said that once Abdullah Ibn Umar came to a 
market where some traders wanted to buy a slave girl. 

Ibn Umar exposed her calves, then put his hands 
between her breasts and shook them. Afterwards he told 
the traders to buy that slave girl as there was no defect 
in her (link) 

Fiqh of Imam Ahmed bin Hanbal: 

Kitab al-Kafi fi Fiqh al-lmam Ahmed (link) : 

jJjjIjJIS ^ U‘il \ I La^ 

gJLjLdl ^ 3 j 3 ':^I ,_j4j dJLC. 4 ill vlhl-^jll 

, ULc. j^lo 1 djS! , liJJj Ijx. La^ ^ JLs < 

UJ t J^jJI L^Jj^ A.aL>- ^^1 JLs^ . Sj^l La 

^ 5 j 1 -^! • 4 .Jx- djJI 0^ v>! 

CloCi La ya ^ 5I djoal |oSAr>-l 

joJ ya . |_j1!q3jIaJI dl^j < iJ! '*>^1 

ajj^ ^^^<0 |oJ dLjjlj , 

Translation: 

What normally appears of the slave woman, like the 
head, the hands up to the elbows, and the feet up to the 
knees, it is not 'awrah, because 'Umar, radhiyallahu 'anhu, 
forbade the slave woman from covering her head (at- 
taqannu') and imitating the free women. Al-Qadhi said in 
"al-Jami"' that everything besides that (i.e. what is 
mentioned above) is 'awrah, because it is usually not 
exposed, similar to what is beneath the navel. Ibn Hamid 
said that her 'awrah is the same as the 'awrah of the man, 
because of what is narrated by 'Amr ibn Shu'ayb, from 
his father, from his grandfather, that the Prophet, 
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sallallahu 'alayhi wa-sallam, said: "When one of you 
marries off his slave woman to his slave or hireling, let 
him not look at anything of her 'awrah, for whatever is 
below the navel until the knees is 'awrah." He meant the 
'awrah of the slave woman. Narrated by ad-Daraqutni. 

Head is not included in the 'awrah of a slave woman as 
well as their breasts... 

The Maliki Scholar Imam Ibn Abi Zayd (died 386 Hijri) wrote in his 
book "al-Jameh" (link) : 

"He (i.e. al-lmam Malik ibn Anas) strongly disapproved of 
the behaviour of the slave women of al-Madinah in 
going out uncovered above the lower garment (i.e with 
naked breasts). He said: "I have spoken to the Sultan 
about it, but I have not received a reply." 

Please also watch the video of Sheikh Hamza Yousuf ( link) where he 
is telling that slave women used to walk outside with naked breasts 
during the era of prophet Muhammad. 

Muslim Objection: These traditions about naked 
breasts of slave women are not present in Sahih 
Bukhari and Sahih Muslim 

Modern Islam apologists come up with this lame excuse why Imam 
Bukhari and Imam Muslim didn't record these traditions about the 
naked breasts of the slave women in Islamic society. 

We have seen the unanimous fatwas of 4 Imams above about the 
'Awrah of slave woman, which exclude women breasts from it. 

Imam Abu Hanifa and Imam Malik are themselves Tabai (i.e. the 
people who found the era of Companions and saw their practices) 
and Taba-Tabai. They themselves personally witnessed this 
unanimous and continuous practice of Companions of Muhammad, 
where they let the slave women move in the markets with naked 
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breasts, and they were sold in this particular state in the markets of 
slavery. 

Is it not enough for these traditions to be authentic that all 4 Imams 
agreed upon it, and no Salaf (i.e. earlier) Imam or Scholar disputed 
it? 

And is it not enough that not a single Quranic Verse or Hadith is 
present which asks the slave women to cover their breasts? 

The tactic of these modern Islam apologists is this that they are 
themselves unable to find a single tradition, in any Hadith 
book, which declares that slave women were required to cover 
their breasts in Islam. Thus they have ZERO proof about their 
claim. It is a challenge for them to: 

* Present us a single tradition from Sahih Bukhari and Sahih 
Muslim or any other Hadith Book, which claims that slave 
women were required to cover their breasts. 

* Present us a single tradition that those slave women were 
not sold in this half naked state in the Bazaars of slavery. 

* Present us a single tradition from Bukhari or Muslim or any 
other Hadith Book that customers were not allowed to touch 
their naked bodies. 

It seems that Imam Bukhari and Muslim didn't record this tradition 
while till their time, Muslims had already come in contact with the 
more civilized nations, where respect was given even to the slave 
woman by letting them to cover their naked breasts. And these 
other nations considered Islamic society to be uncivilized, wild and 
ignorant, while they forced slave women to move outside with 
naked breasts. 
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That is why Imam Malik objected upon the naked breasts of the 
slave women, and he wrote a letter to the Caliph to end this 
practice. 

Perhaps due to this shame, Imam Bukhari and Iman Muslim didn't 
record even a single tradition if slave women have to move with 
naked breasts in the public or not. They absolutely neglected this 
issue, and neither recorded any thing in favour of it, nor against it. 


Hijab was Only the “Right & Honour” of free 
Muslim woman, while it was a source of 
discrimination against the slave women 

Do you know that: 

• Only free Muslim women were allowed to take Hijab, while it 
was forbidden for slave women to take and cover her body. 

• Hijab was considered only the "right & honour" of free 
Muslim women. 

• And this same Hijab was used as a tool for a great 
discrimination against the slave women. 

The order of Hijab came only so that the men may differ between 
the free women and the slave women, and then they don't molest 
the free women, while slave women were open for molesting. 

(Quran 33:59) 

dl^ljj'i! jjs ,^yiUI L4:)I b 

^ y\ viils y^'A^ 

O Prophet! tell your wives and your daughters and the 
women of the believers that they let down upon them 
their over-garments (Arabic: Jilbab) (in order to cover 
their bosoms and breasts); this will be more proper so 
that they may be recognised (as free women), and thus 
they will not be molested (by men) 
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In Tafsir (interpretation) of this verse, Islamic Scholars like Abu 
Malik, Abu Saleh, Muawiyyah, Hassan, Siddi and Mujahid all wrote 
that women of al-Madina city used to go out of their houses in 
evening to the toilets etc. And men (i.e. Companions of 
Muhammad) sat at the edges of the streets and, they used to 
molest those women. Upon that, this verse of Hijab was revealed, so 
that companions could differentiate between the free women and 
the slave women, and then they did not molest the free women. 
Please see Tafsir al-Tabri (link), where all these traditions are 
present. 

Ibn Kathir al-Damishqi wrote under the Tafsir of this verse ( link) : 

Here Allah tells His Messenger to command the (free 
Muslim) believing women to draw their Jilbabs (big outer 
garment/sheet) over their head and hide their bodies 
with it, so that they will be distinct in their appearance 
from the (non-Muslim) women and from the slave 
women. 

Siddi said that men used to molest the women who were 
going on the streets in the nights. Thus this Hijab 
became a sign of free Muslim women, so that they could 
be differentiated from the slave women, and thus men 
didn't molest the free Muslim women due to their 
honour. 


Note: 

Polytheist Arab women didn't cover their breasts in the era of 
Muhammad. Thus, initially free Muslim women were also not 
covering their chests, till the writer of Quran (i.e. Muhammad) 
claimed the revelation of verse of Hijab (Quran 33:59). 

Ibn Kathir al-Damishqi wrote under the interpretation of verse ( link) : 

^ La t^jls-^ ObjLb OLai..^ I4] Jasu gJlStvIl 

|oJ SLJaLsJI JaI £.LiL) jlsLcii j^L>_J LajA..^ 

4Jjl^ JL>jJI SljjaJI jJj 
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l4jl-il C)y^\ LiiJj5 

... (free Muslim) women have to cover their breasts and 
bosoms by using sheet of cloth, while the women of 
Jahilliyah didn't use any cloth to cover their breasts. 

And Abd al-Razzaq narrated from Taba'i Hassan al-Basri (d. 110 Hijri 
year): 

^ IIA5 Jl-Ai SjLjjjaJb tLal ^ JLs ^ 

2 Lal (431 '<i> 3 eJI SljjaJI C.JI5I9 dJ':^ tL^AoJI 

OljLa^dJI jfthitg ^1 j-aLs Lj_). 3 -I I4] 

04 ^' o' O^ 04 ^^ Ch^-bi o' 

^A^J Ats 

Hassan al-Basri said when slave women used to go 
outside in public, then men used to trouble/molest them. 

One night some men followed a group of women and 
troubled them while they thought that they were slave 
women. But those were the free Muslim women. That is 
why Prophet Muhammad ordered the free Muslim 
women to use Jilbab (big outer garment/sheet) to cover 
their whole body, so that they could be differentiated 
from the slave women and not molested by the men 
(while slave women were not allowed to use Jilbab and 
cover their bosoms and breasts). 

Unfortunately, 99% of common Muslims today themselves don't 
know this bitter reality of Hijab and Islam. They are surprised, when 
this truth is presented to them. While Mullahs (Islamic Scholars) try 
their best to hide this truth from them. 
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Muhammad copied the custom of Hijab from the pre- 
Islamic Assyrian culture 

Actually, it was the Assyrian Culture of pre-lslamic Arab, where veil 
was used to differentiate between the status of women. Only the 
rich and high level ladies were allowed to veil themselves, and it 
was considered only their honour to do so. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wikiAVomen in pre- 

lslamic Arabia#Veilina 

Veiling: 

During pre-lslamic times, the Assyrian law clearly 
depicted within their written regulation who was allowed 
to veil. Those women who were family to "seigniors" had 
to veil as well as those who were previously prostitutes 
but now married. Laws on veiling were so strict that 
intolerable consequences were enacted for these 
women, some of which included beating or cutting their 
ears off. Prostitutes and slaves were prohibited from 
veiling. 

Thus Muhammad introduced this practice of veil for this same 
reason i.e. discrimination against the slave women, and showing 
honour to the free women. 

Muslims think that Hijab was introduced for "modesty". But this is 
not true. Had it been a case of "modesty" for Muhammad, then he 
would have also made Hijab compulsory for the slave women too. 
Thus, excluding slave women from Hijab, and even prohibiting them 
to cover their naked breasts, this is a proof that Muhammad was 
not intended for any "modesty" as he claimed the revelation of 
Hijab verse. 
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Prophet Muhammad used to walk in public 
with hands of slave girl of other person in his 
_ hand _ 

On one side Islam made life difficult for a woman in name of "Hijab 
and modesty", and practically imprisoned her in her home, and cut 
her off from the outside world, she could not even talk with other 
person, and even if she has to talk, then she must talk in hard voice. 

But on the other hand. Prophet Muhammad used to walk in the 
public with hands of slave girl of other person in his hand. 

Sunnan Ibn Majah (link) : 

Anas bin Malik said: "If a female slave among the people 
of AI-al-Madinah were to take the hand of the 
Messenger of Allah, he would not take his hand away 
from hers until she had taken him wherever she wanted 
in al-Madinah so that her needs may be met." 

Grading: 

Authentic Hadith according to Imam Albani ( link) . 

Please remember that this slave girl was there with naked breasts 
too, which makes things more complicated. 

Why prophet Muhammad needed to take her hand in his hand? 
Why were they not able to move in the city without taking each 
other's hands? 

This same tradition is also present in Sahih Bukhari too. 

Sahih Bukhari (link) : 

Anas bin Malik said, "Any of the female slaves of Medina 
could take hold of the hand of Allah's Apostle and take 
him wherever she wished." 


2"'' Caliph Umar Ibn Khattab used to beat the 
slave women with stick if they ever took Hijab 

Please note: 
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• Jilbab was a big outer garment/sheet that is worn on the 
head, draped around the body and that totally covers the 
breasts and the body of the woman. While Muqna was also 
an outer garment like Jilbab, but shorter than Jilbab. Both 
were used for hiding the naked breast and other parts of 
body. 

• In the verse of Hijab (Quran 33:59), the writer of Quran 
ordered free Muslim women to use this same Jilbab, to cover 
their breasts and bodies. 

• While slave women were not allowed to use Jilbab to cover 
their breast and the body. 

• And "Khimar (Arabic: jl^)" is a small head scarf, which covers 
only the head and comes up to the shoulders. We see Arab 
men using this "Khiman" (Arabic head scarf) today. In earlier 
days, slave women were also using this "Khimar" to cover 
their head, but rest of their body was naked as they were not 
allowed to use Jilbab/Muqna. 

According to authentic traditions, Umar Ibn Khattab used to beat 
those slave girls with stick, who by mistake took the Jilbab and 
covered their bodies. He used to tell those slave girls, to not to try 
to become equal in status with the free Muslim women, by taking 
Jilbab/Muqna. 

Saudi grand hadith master Imam Albani recorded this authentic 
tradition ( link) : 

: Jls 2^5 : ( 1 / 82 / 2 ) " < 1 =->>1 

l4Jj.,ix9 iLsuiLa bJ dual jjac- j_glj " ; JLs ^ SdtiS ^ bj 
jLlujI I ; cJ.3 . " jjljdsJb 

Imam Ibn Abi Shaybah recorded in his book al-Munsaf 
(link) that Umar Ibn Khattab saw a slave girl who took a 
garment/sheet as Hijab and covered her body. Upon that 
Umar hit her and told her that she should not try to 
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resemble the free Muslim women (by taking Hijab)." 

The chain of narration of this Hadith is "authentic/Sahih" 

This same tradition is also narrated by Ibn Qalabah ( link) . 

Abdur Razzak (d 211 Hijri year) recorded this narration ( link) : 

^ o' O^ 0^0^ o^ vS'jo" 

5 4i)l s'aj' O^ 5 ' 

SujI I^Ls 5I — Ld dial l^liiS djjL^I ajjb ^ya JLiiS jjic- jftha 

jjjbJI joStLal JLs^ — 0^ 

Umar once saw a young girl leaving the house of Hafsa 
(his daughter), adorned with ajilbab — or, from one of 
the houses of the Prophet's wives. Umar entered the 
house and said, "Who is this girl?" They said, "A slave of 
ours" — or, a slave of someone's family. He became 
enraged at them and said, "Your slave girls left with their 
adornment, and created discord (by taking Jilbab) 
amongst the people (while they were unable to 
distinguish her from the free Muslim women)." 

Imam Shaybani (died 189 hijri year) wrote in his book al-Masoot 
(link) : 

5I L^Lla ^ 5I dsJL) cJ15 ISI 3 jsl ya jJaiJ ^^l 

LajsZj jIalJ j;jL) jjjL) "^5 OlpS ya d_JI jJalJ La "iil Lb^j 

'-ftdoj ,_j]l jJaiJ "^5 L^Lijp LgdASp LaiA.uixc.5 I^jaj ,^[5 
jpLpej l4id y^ La ,_j]l "iip Lflij4i3 
It is not permissible for a man to look at a slave woman 
other than his own, if she has reached puberty, or he has 
a desire for her, except what it is permissible to look at 
from his close relative women (maharam). So, there is no 
harm that he look at her hair, her chest, her breasts, her 
arm, her foot, or leg. And he does not look at her 
stomach or back, or what is between the navel and the 
knees. 

Abdur Razzaq recorded in his book al-Munsaf from Ibn Juraij (died 
150 hijri year) link : 
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Ibn Jurayj (150 AH/767 CE) reported that it had reached 
him from some of the sheikhs of the people of Medina 
that slave women wear the khimar (i.e. a small head 
scarf) when they begin to menstruate, but they did not 
wear the jilbab (which covered the breasts and whole 
body). 

And Saudi grand hadith master Imam Albani recorded this tradition 
(link) : 

cJi-j " : JLs viJJLa ^ ^ Jq14 ^ ^ 63 Ar>- 

^ jLaj'il 5 I jiisJ I 43 JSJ AS dual olixSJI yi jjac- 

ITv’LJ^I J6 6 s :Jl3 :'i :cJl3 ccjiAc. ;i 4 )Lus ^ dj ddiiQAd 

, y Ij^l v’lyy 1 1^!, 

Lg^lj yi, dAriJi ^ 4 :^ 1 ! p6i3 

jftLiid ioyjii ALiA Ia !15 icJs. 

Companion Anas bin Malik said: A slave girl of some 
Muhajir or Ansar came to Umar Ibn Khattab in a state 
that she was wearing a Jilbab (and she covered her 
breasts and body with it). Upon that Umar ordered her to 
take away the Jilbab from her head, while Jilbab is 
reserved only for the free (Muslim) woman. The slave girl 
hesitated, upon which Umar stood up and he started 
beating her with the stick. He hit on her head, till the 
slave girl removed the Jilbab. 

Imam Albani said that his Hadith is "authentic (Sahih)" 
according to the standards of Imam Muslim. 

What more, slave women were offering their PRAYERS with naked 
breasts. Imam Ibn Hazm recorded in his book Al-Muhala ( link) : 

I 4 AA 3 ^_yjUI 33bj£. ^^1 dS^Lidil ^^1 ^ 3 l!aj ^^1 yx^ 

l43>d>L>5 

"He (Abu Hanifa) was not shy to say that a slave woman 
can pray naked and the people can observe her breasts 
and waist." 

Another Saudi grand Mufti Sheikh Uthaymeen gave this fatwa ( link) : 
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cAms ^ - S^b ^5 - 2La'i!l 

l4j'5! l4J^L^ ‘ijuiJI La Ijx. La j^aJI <La'2!l 

|__j3 aj'ha l^_<lc. La OjAx^a. 

The nackedness ('Awrah) of a slave woman is from her 
navel till knees, even if she is an adult and belongs to 
someone. If she offers her prayers while her body is 
covered only from navel till knees, and rest of her body is 
naked, still her prayer is valid while she covered that 
parts of body, which was needed to be covered in the 
prayer. 

This humiliation by hitting the slave girls for taking Hijab, is the real 
"Islamic Modesty", which Muslims hide today. 

All this problem of nakedness of slave woman arouse in Islam, while 
Muhammad rejected the laws of Judaism/Christianity, and took the 
laws of non-civilized Arabs as Islamic Sharia. 


If owner wishes, then he could deny the 
parentage of his own child born from his 
_ slave-women _ 

• Is there any father who could himself declare his child to be a 
bastard (Islamic Term: plj^dl AJ 5 )? 

• And after declaring his own child as bastard, could he sell 
him/her in the slave-market and get money from such trade? 

Off course, it is even impossible to imagine it in the civilized world. 

Unfortunately, Prophet Muhammad once again left the law of 
Moses, and followed the laws of uncivilized Arab society in this 
matter too, while it allowed the owner to earn a lot of money by 
selling his own child as a slave. 

Sunnan Ibn Majah (link) : 

SjSjI dj Ijl '^5 

... a child from a slave woman cannot be named after his 


Page 27 





father if the man whom he claimed as his father did not 
acknowledge him. 

Imam Albani declared this Hadith as Fair (Hasan). Link . 

This same tradition has also been narrated by Amr bin 
Shoaib in Sunnan Abdu Dawud, and has again been 
graded as Hasan (link) . 

Imam Muhammad bin Ahmad Sarkhasi (d. 483 H) writes in his book 
Al-Mabsut, Volume 2 page 152 (link) : 

4.J.C- JL95 dJ (_)iil>9 143'^ La ^ Cob' aJ^JI pi AJ55 

bjJLc. -Sjdssjaj dJLc. 1 jJ^JI p^LoJI^ 

"The son of a slave woman is attributed to the owner as 
long as he didn't deny it, because she had been on a bed 
with him, He (i.e. prophet Muhammad) said that the son 
belongs to the bed, but he (the child) will be not be 
attributed to him if he just denied him according to us." 

And Imam Ibn Hamam writes in his book Path al-Qadir ( link) : 

'Al CAo jjlp < j2)I aJ^I pi 

^LsdJb "iil LfllAjp i_caO dAv^ScaJI i_9^LSo , <Uflj 

"The slave woman's son, even if his paternity is proven 
without a claim (from the father), has his parentage 
disassociated just by denial, unlike the wife in a Nikah 
whose son's parentage cannot be dissociated except 
through "le'an." 

Imam Showkani records in Nail al-Awtar, Volume 7 page 77 ( link) : 

t5J5^l5 (^5J5 

dJ iSla ^^15 di-Aj joJ < i^^^b jl_>3^l aJ^I ‘i^Aj "iil 

"It is narrated from Abi Hanifa, al-Thawri and it is the 
Hadwiyah madhab that the paternity of a slave woman's 
(son) cannot be proved without the claim (from the 
father), the admission of performing sexual intercourse 
shall not suffice, if he didn't claim paternity, he (the son) 
will become a slave for him." 
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When an owner denies the parentage of his own child, then that 
child becomes a "bastard" (plj^l -^ 5 ) according to the Islamic Sharia. 
And the owner was allowed to sell that bastard child in the slave 
market. 

This is a shameful act against the humanity, and this is the real face 
of the "Islamic Morality". 


Owner can destroy the family of his slave at 
any time and take his wife for himself to have 
_ sex with her _ 

Slaves were not allowed to marry at their own, but they were 
completely at the mercy of their owners. 

Owners could give away one of his slave woman to any of his slave 
men as wife. But if the owner wished, then at any time he could take 
away his wife from him, and start doing sex with her himself. 

Sahih Bukhari, Book of Marriage ( link) : 

La °' 2 !I ply:>- jjlj3JI ^l^j’^l 0 I 5 S .^tLidJI Jj-a OlLiiSeAJIj y 3L§9 

aA4£. ^ 4iijjL> o' jeSjLail C<SLa. 

Companion Anas Ibn Malik said: The meaning of the 
verse (iLoiJI olL^akAJIj Surah Nisa) is this that if a slave 
girl of any person is in the marriage of his slave man, 
then owner could take that woman for himself from his 
slave man. 

Again Muhammad left the Moses law here, and followed the laws of 
uncivilised Arab society. 

And slaves were not allowed to marry at their own. 

Sunnan Abud Dawud, Book of Marriage ( link) : 

^ iJAc. 41)1 ^ lif a 3- ipjS-a 3;Sc. ljiA5- 

jjjl jAsj JA^I ^Sj ljl " JIB dill 6 ' ‘3^ ojl 

" di-ISis 

Ibn 'Umar reported the Prophet as saying "If a slave 
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marries without the permission of his owner, his 
marriage is null and void. 


Sunnan al-Tirmiddhi (link) : 



Prohet said: When a slave marries without the permission 
of the owner, then that slave is a fornicator. 

Can one still believe in this Muslim claim that Islam gave all the 
"Basic Human Rights" to the slaves? 


Owner can separate the 6 months old baby 
from slave-mother and sell in the slave market 

Imam Abdullah Ibn Abi Zayd (also known as younger Imam Malik) 
wrote in his Maliki Fiqh Book ( link) : 

jiJL) 5^1 ^ p’iil "^5 

Translation: 

The owner of a slave woman cannot separate the baby 
from her mother and sell him till the time baby grows it's 
second teeth (i.e. about 6 months) 

A mother could only weep the tears of blood, if her 8 months old 
baby is separated from her and sold in the slave market. 



1 


This same separation of slave mother from their children is also 
present in this Hadith: 
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Sunnan Ibn Majah (link) : 

dill lijjljJj Us J^iij idill A4£. ^ jjL> 

Lslj viiJjj j_g3j jfthi'g dulc. 

Translation: 

Companion Jabir bin 'Abdullah said: "We used to sell our 
slave women and the slave-mothers of our children 
(Umahat Awaldina) when the Prophet was still living 
among us, and we did not see anything wrong with that." 
’Imam Albani declared this Hadith to be authentic (Sahih). 
Link. 


This is the 1400 years of history of Islam. That history, in which 
hundreds and thousands of babies were separated from their slave- 
mothers, and sold in the slave markets. 

One of the earliest surviving Christian texts from the Islamic period 
in Syria, dated around 640 CE, describes the rise of Islam in this way 
(link) : 

They take the wife away from her husband and slay him 
like a sheep. They throw the babe from her mother and 
drive her into slavery; the child calls out from the ground 
and the mother hears, yet what is she to do?...They 
separate the children from the mother like the soul from 
within the body, and she watches as they divide her 
loved ones from off her lap, two of them go to two 
owners, herself to another[...] Her children cry out in 
lament, their eyes hot with tears. She turns to her loved 
ones, milk pouring forth from her breast: "Go in peace, 
my darlings, and may God accompany you." 

— Seeing Islam As Others Saw It: A Survey and Evaluation 

of Christian. Jewish and Zoroastrlon Writings on Early 

Islam, Robert G. HoyiandfSV 

If you don't weep after reading it, then you have no mercy and no 
humanity left in you. 
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Whole family of slave was at the mercy of 
_ owner: _ 

In Islam: 

• Slaves were not allowed to marry at their own in order to 
form a family. They were totally dependant upon the mercy 
of the owner. 

• If any slave man and woman married without the consent of 
owner, then it was considered a fornication, for which both 
of them had to be punished with lashes. 

• Even if an owner showed mercy and married one of his slave 
woman to his slave man, still owner got the full right to 
break the family of his slave at any time, and to take his wife 
back for himself to have sex with her. 

• Even if a slave mother got a baby, still owner could destroy 
this family too, and separate the baby and sell him/her in the 
slave market at the age of 6 months. 

• And owner was allowed to sell the slave-father even before 
the birth of the baby. Poor slave-father didn't even have the 
right to stay for one day with his baby. 

• Normally owners used to marry their slave women only to a 
healthy and young slave man, so that a healthy baby was 
born, and they could sell the baby at good price in the slave 
market. 

Have you seen this practice in the cattle farm, when one 
healthy Bull is given the chance to mate with all the cows, so 
that healthy baby calf could be born? 

Islam used exactly the same concept, where slave women 
were mated only with a healthy slave man, so that healthy 
babies were born, who could be later sold for good price. 

In this set up, normally old owners handed over their slave 
girls to a healthy slave man, so that he could rape those 
slave girls. After the birth of the healthy babies, those old 
owners again took the slave women back to them and start 
fulfilling their sexual lusts by raping them. 
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These were the benefits, due to which Muhammad neglected the 
Moses law, and followed the laws of uncivilized Arab society, and 
made them the part of Islamic Sharia. 


Muhammad ordered to kill all the Old Captives, 
while they were unable to work as slaves 

Prophet Muhammad ordered to kill all the old people of the enemy, 
even if they belonged to the civilian population, and even if they 
had no role in the war. It was due to the reason that those old 
captives were not able to work as slaves, and money could not be 
generated by selling them, and they would have only been a 
financial burden upon the owner. 

Sunnan Tirmidhi, Book of Battles (link) : 

JLs jftLog dill dill j^l oAJL> ^ ajd.it 

l^:cdLJ |oJ jJjjJI ^jldl?ll ^jJiiJI^ jd^i-jZil ^J^jZadJI 

Prophet Muhammad said: Kill the old people of the 
polytheists, but let their younger children to live. 

This hadith is authentic (Sahih). Link . 

Humanity in your could still hear the cries of those old people, while 
they were being slaughtered. 


There was no punishment upon the owner, 
even if he killed his slave through beating 

Mercy!!! Mercy!!! 

1. All 4 Fiqh Imams are unanimous upon this that an owner 
could not be punished even if he killed his slave through 
beating. There is absolutely no physical punishment or any 
fine for the owner. 

2. And if one free Muslim kills the slave of other person, still the 
killer could not be killed in Qisas (i.e. equal retaliation in 
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Islamic Sharia), while Islamic Sharia does not consider free 
Muslim and a slave at the same human status. 

According to these Imams, the punishment is this that the 
free Muslim killer only has to pay the "Half of Diya price (i.e 
blood money)" to the owner of the slave. 

And the wife or children of that slave will not get that Diya 
price, but it is the owner of the slave who will get that 
money. 

Al-Hadaya is the famous jurisprudence book of Hanafi Fiqh. It is 

written in it (link) : 

iUjlSla "^5 "^5 

A free man could not be killed for the crime of killing his 
slave - 

Imam Qurtabi gathered the fatwas of Imams in his Tafsir of Quran 

(link): 

. 2b^l jO^^iLdlg jjsJI tbsisJI 

jljj>'5!l5 A;».^l djl ^^^il LflJ: J5J ^1 JL 95 

aUaj ^y>-\ jjj£)6ill jjj£)6ill 

Majority of Scholars have this opinion that none of free 
Muslim could be killed in Qisas (equal compensation) for 
killing a slave, while the verse (Quran 2:178) divided their 
status in this way, as Abu Thoor mentioned that majority 
of Ulama agree that human status of a slave is lower 
than that of a free person ... 

And Imam Abdullah Ibn Abi Zayd writes in his book ( link) : 

jjl5JI (L) JaILj^ _>3(Sb joLica JaIL) A^l (L) A^ jj> JaHj 

Ia^ ya^ ... >91^5 y^_ -^^5 JA>- y^ 

<uisi9 

A free man should not be put to death for murdering a 
slave, although a slave should be put to death for 
murdering a free man. And a Muslim should not be put 
to death for murdering an unbeliever, although an 
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unbeliever should be put to death for murdering a 
believer... 

Imam Shafi'i wrote in his book al-Am ( link) : 

.dL> l-i^ S^5 ‘ J^l J^jJI 

A free person will not be killed for the crime of killing a slave. Even 
if a free Kafir Dhimmi (i.e. protected person of Kafir minority in 
Islamic Sate) kills a slave, still that Kafir Dhimmi could not be killed 
for this crime. 

And it is written Hanbali Fiqh book "al-lnsaaf" ( link) : 

1 -^J q-L*AiJI I Aiaj jj> jjjl joLica '^9 

A Muslim could not be killed as punishment if he kills a 
Kafir... similarly, a free man could not be killed as 
punishment if he kills a slave. Indeed this is the correct 
religion, upon which Sahaba (companions) acted upon 


Slaves are not allowed to “testify” in the court 

Islamic Sharia didn't even consider slaves as human enough to give 
their testimony in the court. 

Ibn Taymiyyah wrote in his Fatawa, vol. 35, page 409: 

Imam Shafii, Imam Malik and Imam Abu Hanifa say that 
testimony of a slave is not accepted. 

Imam Shafii wrote in his book "Ahkam-ul-Quran, vol 2, page 142): 

And the testimony should be from the free men, and not 
from the slaves. Similarly, these free men should be the 
follower of our religion (i.e. they should be Muslims), 
while the testimony of non-Muslims free men is not 
accepted 

Imam Abdullah Ibn Abi Zayd writes in his Fiqh Book (link) : 
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j3\S "^5 j^AsejiJI ajL^cii j.^^’ "^5 

The testimony of someone who has been given a fixed 
punishment, or of a slave, a minor or an unbeliever is 
inadmissible. 

Please remember that in Islam: 

1. Testimony of free Muslim woman's testimony is considered 
"half testimony" as compared to free Muslim male. And that 
testimony was also limited only to the "financial" cases. Free 
Muslim women were not allowed to give testimony in the 
cases of " Hudud " cases (like Rape of woman, killing, stealing, 
robbery) 

2. But the testimony of Slaves were absolutely not accepted in 
any case. For example, if a free man beats the slave man, 
then the testimony of that slave man (or other slaves who 
witnessed that crime) was not acceptable. 

3. Similarly, if a free Muslim man rapped a slave woman, then 
neither her testimony was accepted, nor of other slave 
women who witnessed that crime, nor even of free Muslim 
woman while rape came under "Hudud" cases. 

4. Same is the case with the non-Muslim men and women. 
Their testimonies were also not accepted against any free 
Muslim man. 


Note: 

There is one incident where Prophet Muhammad accepted the 
testimony of a slave woman, who testified in case of breast milk 
feeding to a baby. But according to Salaf Islamic Fiqh Imams, these 
were minor "exceptions", where testimonies of one woman, or slave 
women could be accepted in minor cases like those cases which 
involve the private body of the woman. For example, if a slave 
woman testify that she has become free of her menses blood, then 
her testimony could be accepted in this case, and her new owner 
can start intercourse with her. 
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Therefore, except for this one exceptional case, there are one 
million other Ahadith and Quranic verses, but none of them tell any 
incident where slaves were allowed to testify. This is in itself a proof 
enough that Islam does not accept the testimony of the slaves. 


The peak of cruelty in order to stop the slaves 
_ from fleeing _ 

In every ancient society, there were harsh punishments for the 
slaves, if they tried to flee due to the cruelty of their owners. 

But the cruelty and oppression that was showed by Islam, it was 
unmatched. 

Muhammad introduced a "Double System" of oppression, in order 
to stop the slaves from fleeing. 

1. First System: 

Muhammad allowed the owners to torture the slave, and 
even to "slaughter" the slave as punishment of fleeing. Jarir 
(a companion of Muhammad) slaughtered his slave, who had 
tried to flee, but unfortunately got arrested. 

2. Second System: 

Muhammad also used a psychological tactic to stop the 
slaves from fleeing. He declared that any slave who tries to 
flee, then Allah will not accept his Prayers. And in fact, he will 
become a Kafir and an Apostate in eyes of Allah, and he will 
be burnt in the eternal fire of hell. 

Sahih Muslim, Kitab-ul-lman (link) : 

‘vB4 "iJI^ 5-9 44 ^ 4)1 5 ^ 

It is narrated on the authority of Jarir that he heard (the 
Holy Prophet) saying. The slave who fled from his owner 
committed an act of infidelity as long as he would not 
return to him. 
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And the companion Jarir slaughtered the throat of his slave as 
punishment of fleeing. Sunnan Nisai (link) : 

oLo 5 I 5 'i'iLa il joJ 14^1 1^1 ljl " jftLi'g dill 

. dMc. Oj-As a j 3 -L 9 p^tc. . " 13415 old 

Jarir used to narrate from the Prophet Muhammad:"lf a 

slave runs away, no prayer will be accepted from him, 

and if he dies he will die a disbeliever." A slave of Jarir's 

ran away, and he caught him and struck his neck (killing 

him). 

Hadith Masters declared this tradition to be authentic 
(Sahih). Link . 


A slave has no right to write his last Will at 
_ time of his death _ 

Imam Ibn Hazm writes in his book al-Muhalla, vol. 6: 

A slave has no right to write down his last will, and he 
could not present any thing to anyone, while his owner 
will inherit all his belongings. 

Normally slaves in Islam had absolutely no belongings, as all their 
goods belonged to their master during their life. In exceptional 
cases, masters allowed the slaves to keep some things for 
themselves too. Nevertheless, the belongings of slave didn't go to 
his family (if he had any) in case of his death, but to the master. 


Not a single movement by Muslim during last 
_ 1400 years to end slavery _ 

There were more than 200 major movements in Human History, 
which tried to abolish the slavery. You can read the timeline of these 
movements here: 
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 

Timeline of abolition of slavery and serfdom 

But you will not find a single movement from Muslims in this long 
list of movements against the slavery. 

It is said about Islam that it is not possible to "reform" this religion. 
And you could see the proof of this in case of slavery, where not 
even a single movement was initiated by Muslims in order to end 
the slavery. 

Muhammad turned Muslims into Zombies. It is not allowed for 
these Zombies to change/reform any law of Sharia. Since slavery 
was made Halal by Allah, and they believe that no human is allowed 
to make it Haram (prohibit) now. 

When the non religious West started the movement to end the 
slavery on the global level, then Muslims were the people who 
opposed this movement the most. 


Slavery in modern times by ISIS ... Who is 
_ responsible? _ 

There is one thing "Problem". 

While another thing is "Mother of all Problems", which is actually 
responsible for all the other secondary problems. 

ISIS took the Yazidi captive women as slave women. Muslims blame 
it upon ISIS. But question is, if really ISIS was the sole responsible of 
this crime? 

No, ISIS was not the sole responsible, but this problem also arose 
from the Religion of Islam, which acted as "mother of all problems". 

ISIS openly claim that all those Muslims who say that slavery is 
illegal, then all these Muslims have become Kafirs, while they are 
declaring the Halal of Allah (i.e. slavery) as Haram at their own. 

It is not ISIS, but writer of Quran himself, who claims that only Allah 
has the right to make the laws in Sharia, and no human is allowed 
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to change these laws. And whoever does it, then he becomes a 
Kafir. 

(Quran 5:44) 55 j 4 'Sjl jois iUI Jjji Lqj 

Whoso judgeth not by that which Allah hath revealed: 

such are disbelievers. 

All Muslims are helpless in front of this argument of ISIS, and they 
have no answer. 


Warning: Muslims will establish the institution 
of Slavery again as soon as t hey g et the power 

Please be aware!!! 

Whenever religious Muslims get the power, and they succeed in 
establishing an Islamic Caliphate, then it will become obligatory 
upon them to wage "Jihad" against all the non-lslamic States. 

And as soon as "Jihad" revives, then "Islamic Slavery" will also revive 
automatically along with it (as the captive women and children of 
the non-Muslims will be made slaves after the war) 

You will find this same ruling, in the fatwa of Saudi Grand Mufti 
Sheikh Saleh al-Fawzan, who is openly declaring that institutions of 
Jihad and Slavery will revive automatically with the establishment of 
an Islamic Caliphate. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saleh Al-Fawzan 
In the tape he was quoted as saying, "Slavery is a part of 
Islam ... Slavery is part of jihad, and jihad will remain as 
long there is Islam." As for the modernist interpretation 
that Islam totally abolished slavery, he dismissed its 
exponents saying, "They are ignorant, not scholars.... 

Whoever says such things is an infidel." 
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Saudi Arabia's highest religious body (2003) 


"Slavery is a part of Islam... 
f Slavery is part of jihad, and 
Jihad will remain as long 
^ there is Islam... [Those 
vSi who argue that slavery 
has been abolished are] 
ignorant, not scholars. 
They are merely 
writers. Whoever 

things is an 




Muslim claim: Islam gave slaves the “Human 
_ Rights” _ 

Feeding the slaves does not count as giving them their "Basic 
Human Rights". We are also responsible to feed the pet animals in 
our house. While the "Basic Human Rights" are those, which 
demand equality among all humans. 

Bitter truth is this that Islam didn't give slaves their "basic human 
rights, but it snatched these rights away from them. 


Islam could have easily given some “basic 
_ human rights” to the slaves _ 

Muslim excuse is this that situation was not favourable at that time 
to abolish the slavery for Prophet Muhammad, while whole 
economy system was based upon slavery. 

But our question is this, even if it was not possible to abolish the 
slavery completely due to economic situation, still there were no 
hurdles in giving the slaves at least some "basic human rights". But 
Islam failed miserably in this regard too. 
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For example: 

1. Prophet Muhammad could have easily given the orders like 
Bible i.e. no captive woman could be raped the first night 
after her father, husband, brother and sons had been killed 
the same day. 

If Jews in the city of al-Madina could have followed this law 
of Moses, why then Sahaba (companions) would have 
rebelled against Prophet Muhammad for that? 

2. And Prophet Muhammad could have ordered if any one 
desired for the captive woman, then he should marry her, 
and should not further sell her after temporary sexual 
relationship to another owner. 

Companions of Muhammad would have rebelled against 
Muhammad upon it, while Jews/Christians were already 
practising it in that same society in al-Madinah. 

3. Had Prophet Muhammad wished, then he could have 
allowed the slave women to cover their naked breasts, and 
Sahaba (companions) would have not rebelled against 
Muhammad for this. 

It has nothing to do with the economic conditions, but with 
basic human rights. 

But Muhammad went towards the opposite direction. Not 
only breasts of slave women were kept naked, but they were 
also beaten by sticks if they ever wished to cover their 
bodies. 

4. He could have accepted the testimony of slaves, and Sahaba 
would have not revolted against him, while it has nothing to 
do with the economic situation. 

5. He could have easily declared that life of slave has equal 
value as that of his owner. 

And he could have easily imposed Qisas (or any other kind of 
physical punishment) in order to discourage the owners to 
kill their slaves. 

This has nothing to do with the economic situation, but basic 
human rights. 
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6. He could have allowed the slaves to marry the free Muslim 
woman, as it has nothing to do with the economic situation. 

7. He could have ordered that owners were not allowed to 
disown the parentage of their own children from their slave- 
women. How much did it effect the Economy of the Islamic 
State? 

8. He could have ordered to end the institution of "Descent- 
based Slavery" (i.e. children of slaves are automatically born 
as slaves in Islam) 

9. He could have prohibited the "private ownership" of the 
slaves, and could have declared that all the captives/slaves 
should only be kept in the ownership of the State. For 
example, the Law of Draco (which was written 1200 years 
before Islam), declared that only State has the right to own 
the slaves, and thus no one could kill any slave without being 
punished for this crime (link) . 

10. He could have at least ended the Bazaars of Slavery, where 
poor slave women were paraded half naked, and the buyers 
were even allowed to touch their private body parts too. 

If Ashoka could have ended the Bazaars of Slavery 1000 
years before Islam, why then Muhammad (or powerful 
Muslim rulers like Umar Ibn Khattab) were unable to end 
these Bazaars of slavery? 

11. He could have at least ended the slave trade with the non- 
Muslim countries, where the Muslim owners were even able 
to sell the Muslim/Jews/Christian slaves women to the 
Polytheists, who raped those women (although those slave 
women believed in God). 

History of Tabari, vol. 2, under the incident of Banu Qurayzah: 

After that Prophet Muhammad handed over the captive 
(Jewish) women to companion Saad bin Zayd, and sent 
him to the area of Najd, so that he could sell those 
captive women there and buy weapons and horses from 
that money. 
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• Muslim Bazaars of Slavery were notoriously famous 
throughout the world, and became one of the major source 
of income for the Muslim community. But such economic 
source from slavery is even worse than the economic sources 
from other crimes like stealing and robbery. 

• He could have replaced the institution of slavery from the 
institution of Serfdom (like the later coming Buddhist 
Governments did for the sake of humanity, and to give basic 
human rights to the slaves). This substitution was not 
difficult, and would have not disturbed the economic 
situation too much. 

If normal Buddhist States were able to do it, why then 
Muhammad or later coming powerful Muslim rulers were not 
able to do it? 

As the wise people say: "Where there is a will, there is a way" 

But Prophet Muhammad was unable to find the ways to end the 
slavery, or even to give basic human rights to the slaves, while he 
didn't will it. Otherwise Muhammad and other powerful Muslim 
rulers got all the power and economic stability to abolish the 
slavery completely. 


Using rape of slave women as mean of source 
_ of Income by the owners _ 

In Indian Sub-Continent, slave girls were sold in the Diamond 
Markets. They were trained in dancing and singing. They were also 
used as sex object too, and the owners used it as a source of 
income for them. 

Sunnan Abu Dawud, Kitab-ul-Talaq (link) : 

Musaykah, a slave-girl of some Ansari, came and said: My 
owner forces me to commit fornication (in order to earn 
money from it). Thereupon the following verse was 
revealed: "But force not your slave-girls for prostitution." 
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The writer of Quran limited it only to a recommendation (i.e. not to 
force them for prostitution), but he was unable to suggest a 
punishment for such owners, while he himself put the slave girls at 
complete mercy of their owners, as the owner was not only allowed 
to rape the slave-girl himself, but he was also allowed to marry 
them temporarily with his slave or any other person (by taking 
money) against their consent. 


Number of slave-women of Prophet 
_ Muhammad _ 

Ibn Kathir provided the list of following 21 slave women of Prophet 
Muhammad in his book al-Badaya wa al-Nahaya ( link) : 

1 . 2jLjjj dll I 2^1 

2. dA^I 

3. 0^1 pi 

4. 

5. d.aiJj>- 

6. dJ^ 

7. 

8 . 

9. CUJ djLseJJ 

1 duij LuJ 

1 1 . dJjLajSlI d.aiJA.uJ 

12. dLa^Ljj 

13. 

14. 
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15 . 

16 . 

17. Jj 

IS. SjjLa 

"I 9. ASLuJ CAjJ 3j£)<V ^/l 

20. CAJL) </i 

21. pi 

These are those 21 slave women, whose details were successfully 
recorded by Ibn Kathir. Otherwise, original numbers of his slave 
women could be more than this. 

For example, when some one told Muhammad about the beauty of 
Saffiyyah, then he exchanged 7 of his slave women for one beautiful 
Saffiyyah. 

Sahih Muslim, Kitab-ul-Nikah (link) : 

After the battle of Khaibar, companion Dihyah got a 
beautiful girl Saffiyyah. When Prophet heard about the 
beauty of Saffiyyah, then he got her in exchange for 7 
heads (i.e. 7 slave women). 


Why Muhammad didn’t stop taking advantage 
of evil practice of slavery in his “Personal 
_ Life”? _ 

Whenever this question arises why Islam didn't ended the slavery 
immediately, then it is said that economic conditions of that era 
were not suitable to end the slavery. 

But then arises the next question: "Why then Prophet Muhammad 
himself personally kept on taking advantage from this evil practice 
of slavery whole of his life? 
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Had he "personally" alienated himself completely from the non¬ 
human benefits of slavery, then Islam's name would have not been 
stained with it. 

Bitter truth is this that neither Muhammad stopped taking non¬ 
human advantages of slavery in his personal life, nor he gave any 
orders to end the slavery if the economic conditions become better 
later on. 


A dialogue with “Quranists” (Rejectors of 
_ Hadith) _ 

When we criticise Islam, then Quranists start defending Islam, and 
tell us that Quran ordered nowhere this tyranny upon the slaves. 

Issue is this that we should never indulge in discussion with 
Quranists upon any secondary issue like slavery etc, while Quranists 
have "Double Standards". They accept only that part of 
Hadith/History which suits their wishes, but all that which exposes 
the falsehood, then they deny it in name of their "Quran Qnly" 
argument. 

Therefore, our discussion with Quranists should only and only be 
upon QNE Basic question, i.e.... even if we accept these oppressive 
rulings about slavery are not directly written in Quran, still this will 
make Quran an "incomplete" book, while Quran is unable to guide 
those trillions of Muslims of last 1400 years that raping a captive 
woman is against humanity. 

You see, the billions of Muslims during last 1400 years believed in 
Quran, and they spent whole of their life in studying it, and 
pondering about it's verses, but still those billions of Muslims 
became unanimously misguided regarding oppression against the 
slaves, and Quran was unable to guide them. This makes Quran an 
incomplete book, and also makes Quran making a false promise, 
where it claims that it's verses are simple and clear to understand. 

Quran is a thick book. But this thick books has been filled only with 
the boastings about the greatness of Allah. There exist no laws 
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about the slave men and women which could have saved them 
from the tyranny of the Muslim owners. 

Therefore, we should never indulge in discussions with Quranists 
about secondary issues like slavery, but the discussion with them 
should only be about this very basic question i.e. how could be 
incomplete book like Quran be a guide to whole humanity, when it 
is not even able to guide those billions of Muslims who firmly 
believed in it and spent whole of their lives in order to understand 
it? 


Slavery in ancient Iran was better than Islam 

The era of Iranian King "Cyrus the great" was even before Buddha. 
But he also did a tremendous job against slavery for the sake of 
humanity. Even the Jews themselves praised him a lot in their 
books, and wrote: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cyrus the Great 

Cyrus was praised in the Tanakh (Isaiah 45:1-6 and Ezra 
1:1-11) for the freeing of slaves, humanitarian equality 

and costly reparations he made. 

In 1971, UNO declared that "Cyrus the Great" was the first person 
who gave this world a "Charter of Human Rights", which asked for 
complete religious freedom and for equal human rights ( link) . 

Before the advent of Islam, Persia was ruled by the Sassanid Empire. 
Please look at their laws about the slaves, which were much better 
than the laws of Islamic slavery. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 

Slavery in lran#Sassanid Laws of Slavery 

1) The slaves were captured foreigners who were non- 
Zoroastrians . 

2) The ownership of the slave belonged to the man. 

3) The owner had to treat the slave humanely; violence 
toward the slave was forbidden. In particular beating a 
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slave woman was a crime. (Note: What to talk about the 
slave woman, Islam even fully allowed the men to beat 
their wives, who are free women). 

4) If a non-Zoroastrian slave, such as a Christian slave, 
converted to Zoroastrianism, he or she could pay his or 
her price and attain freedom. (This is better than 
Mukabah in Islam, where it was the choice of the owner 
either to accept it or not) 

5) If a slave together with his or her foreign owner 
embraced Zoroastrianism, he or she could pay his slave 
price and become free. 

6) To free a slave (irrespective of his or her faith) was 
considered a good deed. [141 (Note: Muslims make a 
false claim that only Islam recommended to set the 
slaves free. It was a practice which was done thousands 
of years before Islam all over the world). 

7) Slaves had some rights including keeping gifts to 
them 

8) Slaves had at least three days of rest in the month. [151 
(While Islam gave no such right to the slaves, while 
Muhammad took the laws of slavery from the ancient 
uncivilized Arab culture). 

9) The law also protected slaves, including: No one may 
inflict upon slaves a fatal punishment for a single crime... 

10) Not even the king himself may slay anyone on the 
account of one crime. [161 (while in Islam, an owner could 
have killed his slave without getting any physical or 
financial punishment). 

Why was Muhammad unable to even give those rights to the poor 
slaves, which had already been given by Judaism, Christianity, 
Persian Sassanid Empire, Cyrus the Great, Buddha, Ashoka and 
other Buddhist States? 
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Original Photos of half naked Muslim slave 
_ women _ 

We have seen complete reference above in this article, where it was 
prohibited for the slave women to take Hijab and to cover their 
breasts and body. They were compelled to mover in this half naked 
state in the public. 

But Muslims of today still unable to believe all these references. 
They could look at the following original Photos from camera. 


Muslims, the last people to abolish 
slavery under pressure from the West. 



o^LaU 0c9<A9 ^oukiJ cUI 
|D1910 - 


Picture is a (child) slave completely naked while 
she pours water for her master to pray. 
Tunis 1910 
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Arab Slave Merchant with a 
Female Slave,Cairo, c.1864 




La grande piscine h Brusa (The great bath at Bursa Turkey) - Jean-Leon Gerome (1885) 
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Ibn Battuta: How Muslim Rulers took Hindu 
Princesses as slaves and raped them 

Ibn Battuta writes about Sultan Muhammad Tughlaq: 

(On the festivels of Eid)... Then the musicians and 
dancers come in. First of all the daughters of the infidel 
Indian kings who have been taken as captives of war 
during that year and whom, after they have sung and 
danced, then Sultan presents to the amirs and to the 
distinguished foreigners, then after them the rest of the 
daughters of the infidels and thesee, after they have 
sung and danced, he gives to his brothers and kinsmen 
and relatives by marriage and to the sons of the maliks. 

The Sultan's session for this purpose takes place after the 
hour of afternoon prayer. Then on the next day also, 
after the hour of afternoon prayer, he holds a session 
after the same manner, to which are brought singing 
girls whom, after they have sung and danced, he gives to 
the amirs of the mamiuks. 

Online Reference: 

The Travels of Ibn Battuta, A.D. 1325-1354, Volume 3, 

page 667 and 668 


Slavery in Shia Fiqh (Jurisprudence) 

Dear Shia Brothers and Sisters, 

Unfortunately, there is absolutely no difference between Shia Fiqh 
and Sunni Fiqh, when it comes to slavery. Just like Sunni Fiqh, in 
Shia Fiqh too: 

• The rape of the captive woman is allowed. 

• The breasts of slave woman are naked. 

• Slave are bought and sold in the Bazaars. 
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• If any slave woman tried to take Hijab, then Imam hit her and 
asked her to remove her Jilbab/Muqna (outer garment with 
which women covered their breasts and body) and she 
should not try to resemble the free Muslim women. 

Wasail-us-Shia ( link) and Alai Sharai (link) : 

AS "i! JLs IsI Lg^ij 35^1<\t\ll ^ (^) dill a^ bi cJLj 
d5^1<\t\ll ^ ‘ijjsJI i_9jsia) daiiLa ^ djjdbjJI j_5lj Ibl j_jjl 
"I asked Aba 'Abd Allah [al-Sadiq] (as) concerning the 
possession's covering of her head when she prayed? He 
replied: 'No! For when my father saw the female servant 
*praying* with a Muqna (outer garment sheet) on, he 
*hit* her; so that the free (Muslim woman) can be known 
from the possession (i.e. slave woman)." 

And it is in Man La Yahduruh al-Faqih - the author al-Saduq - 
[1:373] and Wasail-us-Shia ( link) that Imam al-Baqir said: 

^bs d.o'^l 

"There is no cover for the slave girl during pray." 

This report is declared "Sahih" by the Grand Ayatullah al-Sayyid 
Muhammad Sadiq al-Ruhani in Fiqh al-Sadiq [4:228] 

In fact, it is narrated in Qadi Nu'man al-Maghribi's Da'a'im al-lslam 
[1:177] and al-Nuri's Mustadrak al-Wasa'il [3:217] that Ja'far al- 
Sadiq was asked about the permissibility for a slave girl to cover her 
through Muqna (outer garment sheet) during prayers and he 
replied: 

L) JI 35 isuila l4;4c.5 djjl j_glj Idl d_4c. dill ,_jjl ^^15 "i! 

"No, When my father, 'alayh as-salam, saw a slave girl 
praying and she had a Muqna, he hit her! And he said: 

'You rascal! Do not resemble the free women!"' 

Bahar-ul-Anwar (Arabic Online link) : 
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tuic. Lie. jjl p^LjJI d-jl ^ ^ vihjl vlhjl 

_>iai^ L^^Lj I. o-»^.; SjjLpJI ^^l -sljl ljj p^LjJlp a^L^I 

'4:J! 

Translation: 

Imam Sadiq (as) said when Imam All (as) wanted to buy a 
slave girl, then he used to undress her thighs and 
checked them. 

According to Shia Madhab too the "Awra"(nakedness) of slave girl is 
only from naval till knees. Bahar-ul-Anwar (Link) : 

si ; Jla dJLa:^LaJllt\4<lc. <1^1 ^ ^ , ^jl5ic- t 

2L5_^I ,_j)l Sj.aJI La ‘ij^sJlp < Lgjj^ "As djLal ,3p-_>JI ^pjl 

Translation: 

Imam Sadiq (as) said: If the owner wants to marry his 
slave woman to another person, then the owner should 
not see her "Awra" (nakedness) which is between naval 
till knees. 

Bahar-ul-Anwar (Link) : 

d_jic. LJx. jjl p^LoJI d_jl ^ ^ vlhjl vlhjl 

L^^tsLuj I. ) ibjLpJI ^^l -sljl lj[ p^LoJIp 

Imam al-Sadiq said: When Imam Ali wanted to buy a 
slave girl, then he used to uncover her thighs and inspect 
them. 

And Dhimmi woman also has no "Saentity" (^j^) like the slave 
woman. Wasail-us-Shia (link) : 

^ , ,_;J-9^I ^ , <Ujl ^ , |a^l>)| ^ Oi - 

) djJI JLs : JLs ( p:^LiJI <uic- ) ^ < j_jj5SLuJI 

j^l iLajJI J^l c.LiuJ dusj.^- "i! : ( dJip 4.J.C. djJI 

Translation: 

The holy Prophet said: "There is no Sanctity (^.>^) of 
Dhimmi women (i.e. Non Muslim woman living in Muslim 
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Country). The hairs and hands of such woman could be 
seen. 


Shia Fiqh: an owner is allowed to separate the slave- 
wife of his slave, and have sex with her 

Just like Sunni Fiqh, in Shia Fiqh too, an owner is allowed to 
separate the slave-wife of his slave, and start doing sex with her 
after she is free from her first menstruation blood. 

Tafsir al-Mizan of Allamah Tabatabai (tafsir of verse 4:24, 
and those around it — can be accessed here) : 

It has been narrated in traditions that the owner of a 
married slave woman may take away that woman 
from her husband, keep her untouched for the 
prescribed term, then have sexual relation with her, 

and thereafter return her to her husband. ...Ibn 
Muskan has narrated through Abu Basir, from one of the 
two Imams (a.s.), about the word of Allah: And all 
married women except those whom your right hands 
possess, that he said: "They are the women having 
husbands except those whom your right hands possess. 

If you have given your slave girl in marriage to your 
slave boy, you may remove her from him if you so 
wish." "I said: 'Do you see, if he has given her in marriage 
to other than his own slave boy?' He said: '(Then) he has 
no right to remove (her from him) until she is sold away; 
then if he sells her, her affair is transferred to other than 
him (i.e, to the buyer); then the buyer may separate (her 
from her husband) if he so desires, and may reconfirm 
(the marriage) if he so wishes." (at-Tafsir, al-'Ayyashi) 

Same thing is present in these 3 traditions of Al-Kafi: 

Al-Kafi, vol. 5, page 481 ( link) : 

(v’h) * <1^1 Ja-jJI) * Ch! -1 
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iuic.) dill ^ ^ dill ^ <‘6j_taflJI ^ dill A^ ^ <<dAl 

;dl JLs <Lal4:cJiil jOj di^l aA^ ^5j 1-^! drisA^ ! JLs (p^LjJI 

^ AA3«-a - 2 .ALil I jl d <lc. LajJJ jOJ L^ik>5 C-cxA is Ijli l4]jAc.l 

iJLS |olaiA ^ AA5e-a vl)^^ vl)^ <AA5e-a ^ , V<V>-I 

OljL..<a:>tflJI) ; J:>5 _)£• dill ^ (p^LjJI diic.)jda> bl cJLj 
dAal dA^'p dA^ 0 5^ (1 ) CaSILo La "iil aLajJI 

I jOJ die. |0J l4J_>iij’ "iiip dJjl_yjl JjAc-l ;d) J^o <4 

^ AojstA - 3 dJ-c- Ladj LaLjl dLica asj c<ji>L> I (2) 

l_5A..^AA <,V <?.!' ^ 9y^ 0^ AASvl ,AaA>-l AA^e-O 

aaILuj : JU (p^LaJI d_^) dill aja. <|__yjJ5A ^ jLac. ^ <d9AAS 

I. 6 A^l j j3jAj aj_>^ sa^ dAjjLp- J^jJI j>c. 

d,i<(va- Aa2A9 j_gAxC.L9 LaSb-A CASjj AiiS iJjAc-l :l4) J^ib :JL9 

:cj3 (dild JAA dj JU jAj |oJ jjlp aLAi la'ii^A l4S2Ab>eJ jOJ La^ 

jOj cASji Aiis j_jJjAc.l :l4) J^ib :Jl3 <I42 aL>j joJ 3^1 aaJI ^^15 

L^Ja. dAC. "iip tbil jjl dAC-LuJ ^ la'ii^A L^SZaLssJ. 


Chapter on a man who marries his (male) slave to his 
slave-girl, then desires her (the slave-girl). 

The three hadith basically say the same thing that 
Allamah Tabatabai mentioned in his tafsir—that an owner 
of a slave girl, who is married to his (male) slave, can 
separate the slave-girl from her husband until she 
menstruates (or separate her for a period of 40 to 50 
days, according to the third hadith), and then can have 
sexual relations with her. And then she can be returned 
to her husband (the male slave) without any need to 
renew their nikah. 

The gradings of these three ahadith according to 
Allamah Majlisi are: Hasan, Sahih and Muwaththaq. 


Kitab al-Kafi: Whole chapter about slave women 

Please read this PDF file from page 31 ( link) . 

It contains whole chapter (dozens of Ahadith) from al-Kafi about 
humiliation of slave woman. 
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Muslim Excuses & Claims: 


Muslim Claim: It was only the achievement of Islam to 
give freedom to the "Umm Walad" (i.e. slave woman 
who gives birth to the owner's child) 

Another deception of Muslims is this that they claim that it was only 
the achievement of Islam that after the death of the owner, such 
slave woman was given freedom who had given birth to the 
owner's child (known as Umm Walad in Islam). Please note: 

Firstly: 

It is totally false claim that it was only the achievement of the Islam. 
This practice was part of many cultures which existed before Islam, 
and they practised it much better than Islam. 

Secondly: 

It is a false claim by Muslims that Islamic Sharia ordered to set the 
Umm Walad free. Allah and Muhammad never ordered it in Quran 
or Hadith, but: 

1. During the era of Muhammad, such slave-mother didn't get 
the freedom. 

2. Owner was fully allowed to separate her from her child, and 
to sell her to another owner. 

3. And owner was also allowed to marry the slave-mother of his 
child to any other person or one of his slaves even against 
her consent. 

4. And after the death of the owner, she was inherited by all the 
children of the owner, and she was sold and the money was 
distributed among all the children of the owner. 

Thirdly: 
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Later 2""* Caliph Umar Ibn Khattab came into contact with other 
civilised cultures of his time, and was able to see that other cultures 
showed more respect to such slave-mother. Therefore: 

1. Umar Ibn Khattab was the first one who introduced this 
innovation (Bid'ah) in Sharia, and ordered that Umm Walad 
should not be sold, but she will remain a slave during the 
owner's life, and owner was even allowed to give her into 
marriage to other people or to one of his slaves (even 
against her consent). 

2. But after the death of the owner, she will get her freedom, 
and will not be inherited by all of the owner's children. 

Sunnan Sunnan Abu Dawud (link) : 

dill dill -i4c. Ol4.ai lisj JLs dill ^ 

IJI43 jjac. Lflii j 5 u ,_jjl5 jftLi'g dJx. 

Jabir bin 'Abdullah siad: "We used to separate and then 
sell slave mothers of our children during the era of 
Prophet and Abu Bakr, but then Umar forbade from it 
during his era, and we stopped from doing it. 

Saudi Hadith Master Imam Albani graded this hadith as 
authentic (Sahih). Link . 

This same tradition has also been recorded in Sunnan Ibn Majah 
through another authentic (Sahih) chain of narration. 

Sunnan Ibn Majah (link) : 

diJI Ujjlyjj US J^iL) (dill 44^ ^ 3jL> 

. LiU diljj ^ jftLi'g djAc. 

Jabir bin 'Abdullah siad: "We used to sell our slave 
women and the mothers of our children when the 
Prophet was still living among us, and we did not see 
anything wrong with that." 

And although Umar Ibn Khattab gave freedom to Umm Walad after 
the death of the owner, still the owner was allowed to marry her to 
any person (even without her consent) (Reference: Fatwa Alamgiri, 
vol. 6, page 162) 
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Fourthly: 

Islam allowed the master to even refuse the parentage of his own 
child through his concubine. In this way, no concubine could ever 
get the status of Umm Walad. 

It is even terrible to imagine if any father could ever negate the 
parentage of his own son/daughter, and make him/her his own 
slave and then sell him/her in the slave market. But this was Islam, 
which allowed this practice while Muhammad copied the laws of 
the uncivilised Arab society of his time, instead of laws of Moses. 

Sunnan Ibn Majah (link) : 

SjSjI il j_gjJI Ijl '^5 

... a child from a slave woman cannot be named after his 
father if the man whom he claimed as his father did not 
acknowledge him. 

Imam Albani declared this Hadith as Fair (Hasan). Link . 

This same tradition has also been narrated by Amr bin 
Shoaib in Sunnan Abdu Dawud, and has again been 
graded as Hasan (link) . 

Fifthly: 

We have already seen that Bible (Deuteronomy, Chap 21 ( link) ) 
stipulated if Jews/Christians want to marry any of their slave 
woman, then she automatically became like a permanent wife and 
could not be sold any further. Thus this problem of Umm Walad 
absolutely didn't exist among the Jews and Christians. 

Muhammad again left the Laws of Moses and followed the laws of 
the uncivilized Arab culture regarding Umm Walad. 

Similarly, when Buddhist States abolished the system of slavery 
through serfdom, then again this problem of Umm Walad 
automatically disappeared completely. 

After comparing the Islamic system with different cultures regarding 
Umm Walad, you could now clearly see that there was no 
achievement of Islam regarding Umm Walad, but original Islam (till 
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the era of Umar Ibn Khattab) is again culprit in case of Umm Walad 
too. 


Muslim Claim: It was only the achievement of Islam 
that it encouraged to set the slaves free 

Islam apologists claim that only Islam encouraged to free the slaves. 
But this is totally wrong. Reality is this that slaves were set free too 
in the societies, which existed thousands of years before Islam. 

Even during the Muhammad's era, the polytheist Kafir society also 
had the custom to set slaves free as a good deed. 

For example, Hakim Ibn Hazaam set 100 slaves free during the pre- 
Islamic time as polytheist, in order to make his gods and goddesses 
happy. 

Sahih Bukhari, Kitaab-ul-Atq ( link) : 

2.i3j 4jLa dill plj^ o) 6 

Hakim bin Hizam manumitted one-hundred slaves in the 
pre-lslamic period of ignorance 

In ancient Greece too, even thousand of years before Islam, they set 
the slaves free as a good deed for humanity. If any slave had 
money, then not only he bought his own freedom, but also of his 
fellow slaves too. In Roman Empire, usually owners used to make 
this will that all of their slaves would become free after their death. 
This custom became so widespread that the King Augustus had to 
restrict such manumissions to at most a hundred slaves, and fewer 
in a small household. Eventually the practice became so common 
that Augustus decreed that no Roman slave could be freed before 
age 30 (link) . Islam was unable to show manumission of slaves at 
this huge level even after 1000 years. 

And what about Buddhists who first completely abolished the slave 
markets, and later made all the slaves free by replacing the system 
of slavery through serfdom? Islam was far far behind Buddhists in 
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treating slaves, but still Muslims dare to claim that only Islam 
encouraged the manumission of slaves. 

Same is true about the Persian King "Cyrus the Great" and the 
Persian Sassanid Empire. 


Muslim Claim: It was only the achievement of Islam to 
Introduce the Mukataba (cujLio) i.e. "contract of 
manumission" 

In Mukataba slave is required to pay a certain sum of money during 
a specific time period in exchange for freedom. 

Muslims claim that it was only Islam which brought this revolution, 
in which slaves got the chance to get their freedom through 
Mukataba. 

Firstly: 

Again Muslims are deceiving the people and only telling a lie, while 
such emancipation through contract was not a new thing, but it had 
already been a custom in the societies which existed thousand years 
before Islam. 

And even the uncivilized Arab Culture of pre-lslamic era also had 
this custom of Mukataba even before Muhammad ( link) , and 
Muhammad only copied it from them. 

And slaves in ancient Greece and Roman Empire were able to make 
such "contract of manumission" even 1000 years before Islam ( link) . 

Secondly: 

According to Islam it was not necessary for the owner to agree for 
Mukataba if the slave demanded it, but it was the choice of the 
owner to either agree for it or not. 

Muwatta Imam Malik (link) : 

Malik said, "What is done among us is that the owner of 
a slave does not have to give his slave a kitaba if he asks 
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for it. I have not heard of any of the Imams forcing a man 
to give a kitaba to his slave." 

You can read more about it here. 

In short, Islam didn't initiate Mukataba as Muslims try to present it, 
but this custom had already been present in the different cultures, 
and Muhammad only copied it from the pre-lslamic Arab culture. 


Muslim Claim: Islam "gradually" ended slavery 

Again this is a lie. 

Islam never "gradually" ended slavery, and 1400 years long history 
of Islam is a witness to this. 

Actually, Islam gradually only "increased" the slavery. If there were 
thousands of slaves during Muhammad's era, then there numbers 
increased to hundred of thousands during the time of 4 Rightly 
guided Caliphs, and then to millions in later coming Islamic 
Caliphates. 

Reality is, as Islam kept on getting powerful, the numbers of slaves 
also kept on becoming more and more. 

Muhammad gave nowhere such orders that in case that economy 
and conditions become suitable, then slavery should be abolished 
gradually. 

Forget about ending slavery on the state level, prophet Muhammad 
didn't stop taking advantages(/misuse) of evil practice of slavery in 
his "Personal Life". He didn't gradually ended slavery in his own 
house. In fact, numbers of slaves only increased gradually in house 
too. 

It is then beyond comprehension how then Muslims could tell such 
a white lie that Islam ended slavery gradually. 
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Muslim Claim: Islam ended the "Slavery by Birth" 

Again it is a lie. 

Islam never ended the "slavery by birth". According to Islam, all the 
children of slaves are automatically born as slaves by birth. 

In fact, this evil of "slavery by birth" increases further, and Islam 
allowed the owners to separate the slave babies from their slave 
mothers when they are about 6 months old (and get 2 teeth) and 
could be sold in the slave market. While slave father does not even 
have a time of 6 months, but slave-father could be separated on the 
very first day from his child, and could be sold somewhere else. 

Even if a FREE Muslim marries a slave woman of other person, still 
the children of that free Muslim man will be born as "slaves by 
birth", and they will belong to the owner of the slave mother. 

Therefore, on one side Islam allowed a man to marry the slave 
woman of other person, but on the other hand, Islam discouraged 
it too, while the child of that free person will automatically become 
slave by birth. 

(Quran 4:25) ... (if you don't find free women for Nikah), 
then marry the slave women with the permission of their 
owners ... this permission is for those who fear to indulge 
in fornication. But if you show abstain and don't marry 
(those slave women), then it is better for you. 

All the Muslim Scholars said that Quran is discouraging free man to 
marry a slave woman of another person, while then the child of that 
free person will be automatically born as slave of the master of the 
slave-woman. 

Imam Jalaluluddin Syuti recorded following traditions under the 
interpretation of this verse ( link) : 

'Ikramah said: "abstain is better" in this verse is due to 
the reason that although it is permitted to marry them 
(i.e. the slave-women), but then your child will become 
the slave of the owner of the slave woman. 

Ibn Jarir al-Tibri narrated from Sidi: You better abstain 
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from it, while otherwise your child will born as slave. 

Ibn Abi Shaybah narrated from Mujahid that marrying a 
slave woman is same like eating a dead animal, or 
drinking blood, or eating the pig. Such marriage is not 
allowed except for a helpless person. 

Muhammad was again only copying the laws of pre-lslamic Arab 
society. 


Muslim Claim: Islam ended all other sources of slavery, 
except for wars 

Again it is false. 

Firstly, many other societies before Islam had already prohibited 
the slavery through kidnapping (e.g. Buddhists or Zoroastrians of 
Iran and Jews and Christians etc.). 

Secondly, Islam didn't prohibit the source of "Slave Trade". Muslims 
were fully allowed to visit other countries, and buy beautiful slave 
women, in order to fulfil their sexual lust by raping them. 

Muslims bought not only beautiful slave women, but they also 
bought thousands of Eunuchs too, which were used in the Harems 
of Muslim rulers and rich people in order to control the hundreds 
and thousands of concubines, which were present in the Harems. 
And all that was considered Halal-Allah and no Islamic scholar ever 
issued a Fatwa of that being prohibited. 

Thirdly, Islam also let the door open for "Slavery by Birth". All the 
babies of the slaves were born as slaves automatically according to 
the Sharia of Islam. Muslims try to hide this truth, but this is only 
their dishonesty. 
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Muslim Claim: Islam didn't allow to make Eunuchs out 
of slaves 

Again this claim is also not completely true, as Islam gave full 
permission to Muslims to buy as many Eunuchs through slave-trade 
from other countries, and to use them in their Harems as they 
wished. 

Due to the high demand of Muslims slave traders, thousands of 
slave were castrated, and changed into eunuchs. 


Muslim Claim: Islam allowed Muslims to rape the 
captive women in order to provide them the 
protection 

This is sad where Muslims try to deceive by giving name of 
"protection" to the crime against the women. Look: 

1. Captive women wanted safety against their rape, they 
wanted safety that no one sell them in the slave market by 
making their breasts naked, they wanted safety that different 
men don't use them as sex object by having temporary 
sexual relationship with them. 

2. Captive women wanted the safety that no one make them 
slaves for whole of their life. 

3. Captive women wanted the safety that no one compel them 
to do forced labour work for them. 

4. Captive women wanted the safety that their children should 
not be taken away from them, and then sold in the slave 
markets. 


5. Captive women wanted the safety that their babies are not 
automatically born as slaves. 


But Islam has been itself committing all these crimes against the 
captive women in name of "protection". 


Page 66 


There could no bigger crime that this that father, brother, husband 
and sons of slave woman were killed, and then Muslim Jihadis 
undressed them the same night, and compelled them to provide 
the sex services. 

Jews and Christians provided much more protection to the captive 
women, where owners were allowed only to marry them after one 
month time, so that they could first mourn the killings of their 
fathers and sons. And then provide them the status of free woman 
as wife, where no other could rape them in temporary sexual 
relationship. 

And more than Jews/Christians, the protection was given by the 
Agnostic/Atheist/non-religious Buddhists, who completely 
abolished the Bazaars of slavery and replaced it with serfdom. 

If Islam really wanted to give protection to the captive women, then 
it should have not looted all of their wealth in name of war-booty. 

If Islam really wanted to give protection to these women, then it 
would have allowed them to go to their relatives in other cities. 

Instead of this, Islam took their small children too as slaves for 
whole of their life, and then separated them from their mothers, 
and then sold them in the slave markets. 

Is all this oppression by Islam, really a "Protection"? 


Muslim Claim: Quran orders to set the captives free 
either as Ahsaan (i.e. favour) or after taking ransom 
money 

Muslims also claim that Allah abolished the slavery completely in 
the verse 47:4: 

(Quran 47:4) So when you meet in battle those who 
disbelieve, smite the necks; then, when you have 
overcome them, make (them) prisoners, and afterwards 
(set them free) as a favour or for ransom 
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This is again a deception by Muslims. They don't tell the 
background of this verse, and all the incidents which happened 
after this verse. 

Background: 

In 2 Hijri year, the battle of Badr happened, in which 70 polytheists 
of Mecca were killed, and also 70 of them were taken as captives. 

Since Muslims got hand upon the captives for the first time, 
therefore, they were not sure of what to do with the prisoners. 

Abu Bakr suggested that Muslims should take the ransom money 
for those captives and then set them free. In this way Muslims will 
get the wealth, and people of Mecca would also not seek the 
revenge. 

But Umar Ibn Khattab opposed Abu Bakr and suggested to kill all 
those prisoners. Therefore, Ali Ibn Abi Talib should slaughter his 
brother Aqeel (who fought from the side of Meccans), and Umar 
should kill his relatives, and Abbas and Hamza (who were the real 
uncles of Muhammad) should also be killed (as both of them also 
fought from the side of Meccans), while all these were the leaders 
of the polytheists. 

But prophet Muhammad didn't like the suggestion to kill his uncles 
Hamza and Abbas due to his relationship with them. Therefore, 
Muhammad ordered to take ransom money and to set the 
prisoners free, as Abu Bakr suggested (Reference: Sahih Muslim, 
Musnad Ahmed bin Hanbal) . 

Ibn Kathir recorded a tradition under the commentary of verse 8:67, 
how Muhammad was worried about his uncles. 

Tafsir Ibn Kathir, verse 8:67 : 

Abbas was captured by one Ansari man, and Ansars 
wanted to kill Abbas. When prophet Muhammad came 
to know about it, he said that he was unable to sleep due 
to the worry that Abbas would be killed. Upon that Umar 
asked him if he was allowed to go to the Ansar? 

Muhammad gave him the permission. Umar then came 
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to Ansar and asked them to set Abbas free. Ansar replied 
that they would not set him free. Umar told them that 
Prophet Muhammad wanted him to become free. Upon 
that Ansar told Umar to took Abbas with him as they set 
him free happily (as Ahsaan) for the sake of Prophet 
Muhammad. 

At that time, Muhammad claimed that Allah send this 47:4, which 
asks to set free the prisoners either as favour, or by taking the 
ransom money. 

But after Abbas had become free, later prophet Muhammad 
changed his opinion, as he desired the revenge from other 
Meccans, who were not his relatives. 

Therefore, Muhammad claimed that the earlier verse 47:4 had been 
abrogated by new verse 8:67, where it was made necessary to 
slaughter some of the prisoner. 

(Quran 8:67) It is not fit for any Prophet to have prisoners 
until he make wide slaughter (of them) in the land. Ye 
desire the lure of this world and Allah desireth (for you) 
the Hereafter. 

Please remember, killing of the "Prisoners" is not only considered as 
a war-crime today, but even the Arabs of that era of ignorance also 
considered it a disgusting thing to do. 

Later some Muslim Scholars tried to defend it by saying that it was 
only an exception at the time of Badr. But this is not correct, as 
Muhammad later also killed 800 men of Jewish tribe of Banu 
Qurayzah, after they already had laid down their weapons, and 
became the prisoners. 

Battle of Badr happened in 2""' Hijri year. Later Muhammad fought 
dozens of more wars and captured thousands of captives. But he 
didn't set the slaves free as favour to them. All these thousands of 
captives were made permanent slaves for whole of their life, along 
with their small children. Therefore, it is a plain lie from Muslims 
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that Muhammad ended the slavery by setting all captives of war 
free as favour or through ransom. 


Muslim Claim: Raping the captive women was not a 
crime, as other Nations also did the same 

What type of argument is this that if others did the crimes against 
those poor women and children, then those crimes against the 
humanity also became Halal (permissible) for prophet Muhammad 
too? 

Even if the men of both sides fought with each other, still the non 
combating citizens and women and small children were innocent 
and should have not been made the slaves for whole of their life. 
(Actually in most cases, their men also didn't fight, but it was 
Muhammad and Muslims who attacked them in order to get the 
war booty). 

Humanity does not accept any such law where innocent women 
and small children had to pay for the crimes of the combatant 
men. 

European nations captured all the Muslim countries during the 20'^ 
century, but they didn't rape the Muslim women. You have to be 
thankful to the non-religious Western nations of 20'*' century, who 
abolished slavery only for the sake of humanity, and this ultimately 
saved the Muslim women from being raped. 


Muslim Claim: Owner has to set the slave free if he 
slaps him 

Muslims present this tradition. 

Sahih Muslim (link) : 

Abdullah Ibn Umar said: I heard Allah's Messenger say: 

He who slaps his slave or beats him, the expiation for it is 
that he should set him free. 
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Contrary to the Muslim claim, it is only a recommendation to set 
him free for beating, and not obligatory to do it, as Imam Bukhari 
gave the heading of "Someone who slaps his slave should free 
him even though he is under no obligation to do so ", and then 
he recorded this hadith in his book al-Adab al-Mufrad ( link) . 

Imam Nawawi writes under the commentary of this tradition of 
Sahih Muslim (link) : 

^^1 djjUSls 5I |oJg] ^ d-Jx- dill dj^ 

I. oSg i idiJladJIj , 33 _>JI vioAiJI Iaa ; tlflisJI JLs 

diLxC. ^^1 J.C. gddj-l^ , assLi vi-Ljdt>'il ^ 

. dftllo |Oji dJIjI d^ , <LJd ‘ijUS £.L>j LoJI^ , L^l^ Id^ 

j^l; dAsj ^ d.d5-^ : daLxc-l pAsJ dj l^jdLidl Lodp 

; I^Ls , 1^0"?j |a4ddld>- jOd&Ars-l |oJa) j0.flijdl j<\Log d-J^. dill 
l^iSe_J .9 141c- l^iiixdl lj^ < Lfll^AieAxi(_J .9 ; JLS < pdLi- bJ ^yJ-^ 

A^l ^pb^l <C)I tldisJI gpp-lp : ,__y.^liiJI JLs i 

I. Q ^o-kll jd'i!l ljd!i JjLa dj disjflj Lfld 

Scholars have said that Prophet's order to set him free 
due to a slap, is actually only a recommendation in 
order to treat the slaves with leniency. Same thing is told 
in the other hadith, upon which Muslim are "unanimous" 
(Arabic: Ijma) that it is not necessary to set the slave free 
for such minor act of slapping. One may set him free 
while hoping that his freedom frees the owner from the 
sin of slapping him unjustly. And this hadith is the proof 
that setting the slave free was not obligatory: ( 

|0.fliAd>-l |oJa] j0.flijdl jftl.i'p d.J.c. dill 0^ • ^ddu 

|j^ , lagd; JLs , laj^ pdL> U jd_J : I 5 JL 9 , ja^ddLS- 
' 4 W^ I^J^^ l^iaA..dl). Qazi Ayyadh said: Scholars are 
"unanimous" (t^O that this minor act of slapping does 
not make it necessary to set the slave free. 

And then there are other traditions, which recorded the beating of 
the salves, without setting them free. 

Sunnan Abu Dawud (link) : 
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"^5 

And don't hit your wives as you hit your slaves 

And then again we have a hadith in Sunnan Abu Dawud ( link) , 
where Abu Bakr was beating his slave during the state of Ahraam 
(during Hajj), while prophet Muhammad was smiling and saying: 
Look at Abu Bakr, and what he is doing in state of Ahraam. 

Similarly, Islamic Sharia says if owner beats the slave to that extent 
that he dies, still there is no physical punishment for the owner, as 
well as no fine for that killing. 

Al-Hadaya is the famous jurisprudence book of Hanafi Fiqh. It is 
written in it (link) : 

iUjlSLa J^jJI "^5 

A free man could not be killed for the crime of killing his 
slave - 

Imam Qurtabi gathered the fatwas of Imams in his Tafsir of Quran 
(link) : 

. 4J^I < a^L) _pJI tlflisJI 

Aj^I yj "i! djl LaJ : ^1 J(95 

aJJaj ^£)6;1I Cols ^jjJ£)6;1I ^^5-5 

Majority of Scholars have this opinion that none of free 
Muslim could be killed in Qisas (equal compensation) for 
killing a slave, while the verse (Quran 2:178) divided their 
status in this way, as Abu Thoor mentioned that majority 
of Ulama agree that human status of a slave is lower 
than a free person ... 

And Imam Abdullah Ibn Abi Zayd writes in his book ( link) : 

':^5 jjlSOI 4J jilSu joLica JaIL) AisJI 4J AiSj jj> JaIL) 

Ia^ jJa9 ya$ — >91^5 yj "^5 ^ 0 ^ 

dAAiS <uisi9 

A free man should not be put to death for murdering a 
slave, although a slave should be put to death for 
murdering a free man. And a Muslim should not be put 
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to death for murdering an unbeliever, although an 
unbeliever should be put to death for murdering a 
believer... 

Imam Shafi'i wrote in his book al-Am ( link) : 

|oJ Ia^ 9^9 ‘ ->^1 J"qj 

-dj J^iL) 

A free person will not be killed for the crime of killing a 
slave. Even if a free Kafir Dhimmi (i.e. protected person of 
Kafir minority in Islamic Sate) kills a slave, still that Kafir 
Dhimmi could not be killed for this crime. 

And it is written Hanbali Fiqh book "al-lnsaaf" ( link) : 

^ lA-LaAdJI I jd!l Ajjl §\§ jolUid JaHj 

A Muslim could not be killed as punishment if he kills a 
Kafir... similarly, a free man could not be killed as 
punishment if he kills a slave. Indeed this is the correct 
religion, upon which Sahaba (companions) 


Muslim Claim: A Muslim owner could not have sex 
with a polytheist slave woman 

Some Muslims claim that Muslims were allowed to rape only the 
women slaves, who were either Muslims or Jews or Christians, while 
it was not allowed for the owner to have sex with the polytheist 
slave woman. 

But again this claim is false. Just look at the following tradition of 
Sahih Muslim, which makes it clear that Quran allowed to rape the 
captive women, who were polytheists. 

Sahih Muslim (link) : 

jAAajI 14] tljA^^I A^ ob 
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Chapter: It is permissible to have intercourse with a 
female captive after it is established that she is not 
pregnant, and if she has a husband, then her marriage is 
annulled when she is captured 

d-J-c- dill dill ,,v ^ 

Ljbuij jo 41 joii^ii'LSS IJjx. l£)5l4 ^Jl 

jj-a joJ-^5 duic. dill dill Lit) 

04 54d>-l5i' Jp-' 04 64^^^ 

|j| | 0 ^ ,[ 5 ! -^joSuLflJI C-SLa La ”:^l tLltiJI ^ OLLixSeAll^ ^ 

li-ciaiijl. 

Abu Sa'id al-Khudri (Allah her pleased with him) reported 
that at the Battle of Hanain Allah's Messenger sent an 
army to Autas and encountered the enemy and fought 
with them. Having overcome them and taken them 
captives, the Companions of Allah's Messenger (may 
peace te upon him) seemed to refrain from having 
intercourse with captive women because of their 
husbands being polytheists. Then Allah, Most High, 
sent down regarding that:" And women already married, 
except those whom your right hands possess (iv. 24)" (i. 
e. they were lawful for them when their 'Idda period 
came to an end, even if they were polytheists 
themselves). 

The people of Autas were polytheists, and their wives too. But 
Quran openly told Muslims that they could have sex with those 
polytheist women of Autas, even if their husbands were alive, while 
Muslims had become their owners. 

You could read about it more here. 
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Muslim Claim: Ibn Taymiyyah said that slave woman 
had to take Hijab 

Reality is this that Ibn Taymiyyah "first" himself accepted that there 
was no Hijab for slave woman, and Umar Ibn Khattab used to beat 
such slave women who took Jilbab to cover their bodies. 

Imam Ibn Taymiyyah said in his "Majmoo' al fatawa" that: 

LiS tLa^l 

jyJ 4jIAL>- 5 jtvLi'g 4.j£. djJI 

j_gl JL 95 \^yh 3-al |j| dJLC- djJI 

bll-ma l4^lj 2-a'!^l j('bi .q ^153. 

"Hijab is exclusive to free women; its not for slaves. Its 
similar to what was the practice of the faithful followers 
in the time of the Prophet and those who came after 
him, that a free women veils while the slave woman 
reveals. When Umar saw a slave girl wearing a veil, he hit 
her and said, 'Do you want to resemble a free woman, 
you fool?'. Its allowed for a slave girl to show her head, 
hands and face" 

Here, Ibn Taymiyyah although accepted that slave women were not 
allowed to take Hijab, but still he showed one dishonesty, where he 
said that slave girls used to show only their head, hands and face. 
While truth is this that through removing Jilbab, slave women were 
forced to show their naked breasts too. 

Later Ibn Taymiyyah presented this excuse: 

tLa^l iaLc. jJaill 2.>bj dJLoJI^ i_jL:d3l ^ 

jJsinJb dJLoJI^ _pl_).3JI _)-al bsj ^^j-ab |oJ ^^l_>iiJI 

‘i^Lc. cJl5 jJj pLc. JaAb vl>4^ 3^ 1*^5 jjIjjsJI 04*^ 

tLoill ^jl_>iiJI tLa^l ja4i.a ^^1 

j0.fli5 JLa-jJI btaej^a-l Jsaej jois Jx-l^iiJI jjIjjsJI 

^ pAsJ ja4) iLAaJI ibjjJI ^^1-^! v>^ joli 3jj^l ^Jpl 

Cjl5 ya y^t>$ t5J->l5 ,j5l c-bj^l jAiaj 
l4aijj c-IajIp l4jL>.xa-l Ayi) dJj^abs- djjAJIp 
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There is no permission in the Book [Qur'an] or the 
Sunnah that allows looking at the slave women, nor for 
them to not to take hijab, or to show their adornment. 

The Qur'an does not order slave women to observe the 
same rules [pertaining to hijab] as was the order for the 
free women. The distinction is made in the Sunnah, but it 
is not a general distinction. It was the habit that free 
women —except as exempted in the Qur'an for old free 
women of post-menstrual age who have no desire for 
marriage (due to their old age)— do not show their 
adornment. Slave women who could be a cause of 
temptation or tribulation —as a result of not observing 
hijab or hiding their adornment— should be most 
worthy and most encouraged to be exempt from the 
permissibility to not observe hijab. 

Contrary to Ibn Taymiyyah, neither Quran, nor Prophet, nor Sahaba, 
nor Tabaeen ever allowed the beautiful slave women to use Jilbab 
to cover their bodies. 

Moreover, when Ibn Taymiyyah is claiming that Quran has not made 
any distinction between free woman and slave women regarding 
Hijab, then he is wrong. Indeed, Quran in verse 33:59 itself made 
this distinction and gave this reason so that men could distinguish 
between the slave women and free women through their Hijab. 

Then Ibn Taymiyyah writes (link) : 



Slave women during the Prophet's time did use to cover 
themselves like free women, while their chances of 
spreading Fitna (making men excited through their half 
naked body) were not too much, and their ruling was like 
of the old women who didn't need to take Hijab as 
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Quran said in verse 60 of Surah Noor. But as far as the 
beautiful Turkish slave women of today are concerned, 
then they could not be compared with the slave women 
of the time of prophet Muhammad. These beautiful 
Turkish slave women should thus cover whole of their 
bodies and to safeguard themselves from the eyes of 
men. 

It is such a bogus argument from Ibn Taymiyyah. Again, he is 
accepting first that no slave women were taking Hijab during 
Prophet's time, but then he claims that slave women during time of 
prophet were not so beautiful as Turkish slave women. 

This claim of Ibn Taymiyyah makes absolutely no sense. Was there 
really no young and beautiful slave woman during the time of 
prophet Muhammad? Were all of the young Arab and Iranian slave 
girls of prophet's era ugly, and thus they didn't need to cover 
themselves, and they resembled only the old free Muslim women? 

Like Ibn Taymiyyah, later coming Muslim Scholars like Ibn Qatthan 
and Ibn Qaddamah also tried to deny the nakedness of breasts of 
slave women in Islam, but again their claims were also bogus like 
that of Ibn Taymiyyah. 


Muslim Claim: Islam provided "human rights" to the 
slaves 

Feeding a slave does not comes under the category of giving him 
his "human rights". Not only slaves, but people are also responsible 
to feed their pet animals at home. 

While "basic human rights" are those, which make all humans 
"equal". 

Truth is this that Islam never provided the "basic human rights" to 
the slaves, but it deprived them off many of their human rights. 
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_ Messsage: _ 

Please remember that the system of perfect Allah should also be 
100% perfect. But if you see Allah going against Humanity at any 
single place, then it destroys the whole building of Islam. 

100% perfect means 100% perfection, and not 99.99%. 

No such entity could be accepted as God, who shows injustice and 
tyranny in even a single case. While Allah of Muslims is responsible 
for the oppression of millions of slave men and women and 
children during the last 1400 years. 

There is a fight going on between "religion" and "humanity" in 
every human being. 

But please don't be like those people who kill humanity for the sake 
of religion 

Please do hug the humanity 
Please do support the humanity 
Please do take the side of humanity 
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